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Preface R

This document is a joint report of the Office of the

7 Assistané Deputy ’Minister, Franco—Ontarian Education, and the
| Policy Analysis and Legislation Branch of the Mlnlstry of
Education. It should be noted that’ the data contalned in thlS

K ‘report was collected inh 1981782..

The project work was directed by a steering committee,
co- chalred by Berchmans Kipp, Assistant Deputy Minister of Franco-
Ontarian Eduqatlpn, and David’ Ferguson, ‘Director of the Pollcy
Analysis and Legislation ;Branéh. | Members -of the steering
committee Were Lesley Lewis,' Policy Analysis ‘and Legislation'
Branch, Lucien COt&, Office of tﬁé Assistant Deputy Minister,

Franco-Ontarian Education, Gerald Blake and Rosalre Cloutler,

Senior and Continuing Educatlon Branch. ’

‘

o
A

In addition to the steering committee, many othefj
officials of the Ministiy of Education contributed to the report
either through membershlp on a subcommittee or by providing

information on spec1f1c programs. e - : ) .

>

e Thanks.are extended to all of the officials and their’
supervisors who assisted in the breparation of the feport. As
well, the steering committee is grateful to the many people
outside the minisﬁry who, in the course of the external
consultation, provided valuablev comments -and suggesfions on
French-language educatlon in Ontario. In particular, recognition
is given to the Counc1l for Franco-Ontarian Educatlon for its

response to the ‘penultimate draft of this report.
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French-]angﬁage Education in Ontario:
Background and Philosophy -

o

Ontario has always provided eduoation in French for its
French-speaking pupils at the elementary“ level, except for a
period early in the century when a ‘regulation was’ enacted to
curtail instruction in the French 1anguage.; In 1968 legislation
was enacted with respect to Frenoh-language,education for the
first time. Briefly, the, legislatien ,permitted' the 'use“of
French as a language of instruction in aii subjects, made the use
of French as a -language  of instruction mandatory in certain
circumstances, and allowed the establishment of. French—language

schools at the secondary level.

"Since 1974, Part XI_of the.Education Act has oontained
the. -legislated provisions for French-language education"in
Ontario. Twenty sections_definejthe.rights of,francophones\to
eduCation‘ in French from Kindergarten to Grade 13, and “the
obligations of school boards, where -numbers 'warrant it,- to
establish and maintain French-language instructional units
(FLIUs). The act also specifies that French-language advisory
committees to boards of education must be‘established wherever
secondary leveél FLIps are established or intended. These
committees  are 'responsible' for developing " and presenting to -
boards proposals deSigned to meet the educational and cultural

‘needs of the French-speaking community

‘ In 1977, cabinet approved a submission of the Ministry
of Education concerning French as a minority (first) 1anguage
(FML) . As its_basic_premise,)the submission statéd that major.
improvements weéere required in order to provide equal educational

opportunities in YFrench-language -schools or classes. In the

1. = Excerpted from The State of Minority Language Education in

‘the Ten Provinces of Canada, CMEC, January 1978.
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submlsslon, the goal proposed for FML serv1ces in Ontarlo was "to”
1mprove services and resources necessary to ensure equal’

educational Opportunities ~to students in . French-language -

schools."

,

In order to pursue this goal, .a list'of principles'was.‘

also delineated which stands as a framework for the programs

"1mplemented following- cabinet approval. The. list is appllcable |

to the complete educational structure in Ontarlo.»

1. The supply of quallfled French—speaklng teachers and ‘the

quality of their preparatlon are essentlal in providing

. - adequate educational ‘and cultural programs at-all levels.

2. The updating and upgrading of teachers, principals, and

consultants are critical to the 1mprovement of educational

&

opportunities.

3. Initjiation' of Fnench language units or programs requires the .

prov1slon of spec1al funds and serv1ces.

4. Necessary services should be provided to French language'

’1nstructlonal unlts in remote or 1solated srtuatlons.

-

5. Human and materlal resources should be coordlnated to ensure

services to all reglons.
¢ » o
6. Wherever possible, programs comparable to those offered in
English- language schools should be made avallable.
. 4 i .
7. Specialized services of psychologists, psychometrists,
speech therapists, and soc1al workers should be accessible
to all students enrolled in French language schools or

« -

classes.

L SN

8. Suitable .textbooks and learning rnaterlals should be made

avallable to improve French language programs..

9. The duality . of services :’provided by = boards with'

French- language schools, or classes should be recognlzed as

. 8

causing addltlonal expendltures.




-10, Avallablllty of cultural act1v1t1es in mlnorlty S1tuatlon&
is to be consldered an integral part of the curriculum. - .

11, Research and evaluation of learning situations in:French—
language schools‘or classes are essential in ensuring that

quality education is available and ongoing.

12. Parents and students should be well informed of the

.availability of, and. right to, education in the French

language.
13: The ministry gy recognizes . the importance of prodlicing.
. curriculum guidelines  and resources documents  for

|
French-language schools or classes. ' ’ ,

1

Based on these principles, a series of nine programs-
\ 4 iy

wass approved.

. In October 1979, a statement. by_'the Minister "ofv
,ﬁducation 'reaffixmed governﬁent policy with respectil‘to
French-langugge education. ' The policles'i announced were
"consistent Wlth the desire to offer the best educational ptogram
possible to every French—language student. in Ontario". Key
‘components of the policy“were commitments to encoﬁragebboards to:

e review the status of mixed secondary schools and,: where

. ) : *
possible,gcreate separate French—language entities ;

o offer full prograﬁs in the French language in self-contained
school buildings, wherever numbers and/or .other circum—

stances warrant;

e improve the situation in mixed schools through the expansion
of course offerlngs,, the development of appropriate
teaching, administrative, and superv1sory arrangements, - and
the provision of a clearly defined and identifiable physical’

setting.

N B .

* An entlty 1s a French -language. school ~sharing plant and

facilities w1th an Engllsh language @%hool

9
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Decllnlng Enrolment, thF Mlnlstry of Education publlshed Issues

and Dlrect;ons., A major P

N

policy positions .that the . Jovernment had taken, or was

considering taking, and of initiatives that resulted from these
positions. 1In the sectlon devoted to. French language educatlon,
the ministry reafflrmed its commltment to providing high qualrty
Frenchflanguage education aimed _at_meeting the linguistic and

cultural needs of the community. As well, the mlnlstry took the

opportunlty to repeat the position taken 1n the Minister's 19795

speech with respect to homogeneous and nmixed schools. waW

These government and Ministry of Educatlon pollc1esi

With respect to French- language education, which .'have been
clearly expressed, -are taken as the basic policy positions on

- which this review is based. The &abinet submlsslon stated that

In 1980, in response to. the report of the Commission on

ortion of the paper .was an outline of

the objective of FML education was to provide "equal educatlonal'd

~ T

opportunltles for students in French- -language schools or. .classes

in Ontariq”. In 1980, Issues and Directions elaborated on this,

stating_that the»government was "committed to providing gquality

French-language education that endeavours to meet the linguistic
> _ »

and cultural needs of the children .in the French~speaking sectors

of - the province". Furthermore, the . government stated its

intention "to ensure ... at both the elementary and secondary,

levels, quallty French- language education programs in a context

and in an environment that both recognize and respect the

distinctive characteristics of their culture and thus contribute

realistically to the linguistic and cultural objectives held by

: . . - w2
Ontarlo's francophone c1tlzens" . Issues and Dlrectlons also

contafned specific statements on how this phllosophy was to be'

carrled out (Statements 6.2.1; § 2.2; and 6.3.1 -~ 10).
4 _,,"‘ _:,._ . .

"

2. . oOntario Ministry' of ﬁducation, Issues and Directions
(Toronto, 1980) p. 56. ' -

10




'used in the analysis not only of those programs initiated in o

.1977, but also of the entire range of programs affecting French-

“increased ‘accountability' for the use of public funds will be-

"towards equality for those, in a minority situation, as

" - action measures.

'First, educational changes occur constantly, -r;, educatlonal‘-
~opportunity is to be equal, provision for adjustments to changes -

‘must be made for the minority as well as thé majority population.

. In preparing this report, the policy statements made in

both the cablnet subm1sslon and Issues and Directions have been

language elementary and secondary education in Qntario.g'-The'u
policy statements have then been applied in developing a pnoposed
blueprint for the 1980°' s,'always recognizing the flnanc1al llmrta-
tlons'that school boards, the ministry, and the prov1nce face. -
The proposed blueprint involves a restructurlng of m1n1stry French- °
language- education programs.and‘policies,'using a detailed setf‘.
of priorities that addresses the needs of . the francophone
community while respecting the necessity of hudgétary'restraint

This latter‘point should be emphasized; the changes proposed ‘can,

be achieved w1th1n the ex1st1ng budgetary llmlts.

1

The'1980s, it is antloipated, will be a decade in which‘ni*'

required. Given that fact and'the’ministry's limited resources}
many of. the‘ changes proposed fare for "the introduotion of
extremely focused programs to satisfy specific 'high-priority
needs which are in llne with the government's- statements of 1ts

1ntentlon to provide equal educatlonal opportunlty

Two kinds of intervention are needed to make progress.

Franco-Ontarians are.” These are parity medsure® and affirmative-=

e > %

-

~Parity measures are "long-term provisions necessary to
provide equal opportunity to the minority;'these-should'be in-
effec\/bn a continuous long- -term basis. For example, in the area
of learn1ng materlals, the French-language market is not large
enough to permlt anythlng like eéquality- wath the number and
variety -of English- language Inaterlals unless there is . ongoing

]

intervention. Parity measures are long ~term for two reasons.

v

11
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Second, cont1nued “intervention 1is necessary becau

constantly changing client 'group, - as- each student cohort~

of the '

‘progresses. through the educatlonal levels, and rs“replaced by a -

new, younger group requiring the ‘same mnterventlon to - be

{ L
. . i L A

repeated. . A : g Feo . RS -

0o - . N H LI

Afflrmatlve action measures rare llmlted—te;m measures
necessary teo create a context in Wthh equal opportunlty can be ag
real, -ong01ng pOSSlbllltY‘(aChleVlng or maintaining such equali/§
may also require parity measures). Speciail staﬂ!iup funds :for
homogeneous schools are an example of current afflrmatlve—actlon.
measures. ' ' ﬁ. h
. / :

- “ : ) -'\t
The present ministry programs "concernlng French-
language 'education ’are.”in part. parity measures and _jm part}
aff1rmat1ve~ao@ion ‘measures. Throughout this report, pOllCleS,
programns; and proposals are sorted 1nto these two categories. An
understanding. of these two types of measures »and of the-
'dlfferences between them is essent1al~to an understanding of thls

. report.

The orientation of the. analysis undertaken for' thlS
review and the emphasls .0of the proposed blueprlnt for the 1980s

- -

can be summarized briefly. ) g . , - - . .

It is ¢lear that the initiatives taken since 1977 have
resulted in major 1mprovements in French-language education in
Ontario. Looklng forward to the 1980s, ‘however, the basic ‘con-
clusion of this report 'is that contlnued 1ntervention.wil;'be
needed, to approach the stated government objective of equal.
educational opportunlty in French- language schools, and. that the
present flnan01al envelope devoted to this purpose is sufflclent
to proceed much further toward this goal if the present funds are
reallocated to a set of highly focusedy high priority support
measures . accompanled by approprlate pollc1es. . The proposals

which form the blueprlnt for ‘the laEOs are des1gned to achieve

thlS result

\
Y

~




2 "The Teachmg Professngﬂ Teacher Educatlon,
Certlficatlon, and Professmnal Development

° in‘the 1977 cabinet submission, it was stated that if
equal educational opportunity was to be provided in .Freneh
language schools and :olasses,' teacher qualifications must be
updated and upgraded. This statement has contlnued valldlty
today,. desplte the programs of the past four years.
| There are three major problem areas that can be readily

1dent1f1ed in the area of teacher quallflcatlons-

- entry level qualifications; A -

W

- qualifications of those actively teaching;

@,

- qualifications in areas of specialized training.

) " At this time, it is still possible toibecome_a'French
language teacher with fewer qualifications than. are required of
‘_English—languageiéteachers. Students are accepted into - the
.elementary teacher-training program . (primary and junior options
only), at Laurentian University, if they have Grade 13 plus one
year of post-secondary education.f All other teacher- training °-

programs, French or English, require a university ~“degree.
| Although a phasing out of the lower'entry-levei requirement has
been agreed to, its immediate implementation could force the g
institution to close. In September 1981, of all the students
enrolled, fifteen had a B.A.,vwhile forty had Grade 13 plus five
post—secondary oourses——that is, forty had the m1n1mum requ1re-b
ment. The existence of this program Ineans that some French-
'laﬁouage teachers are entering the profess1on W1thout a flrst‘

degree.

*. For the intermediate'option, since'1979, students have been

required to have a B.A.




o

: : . . : Ao . ' .
‘ ' , In 1977, 26 per <cent of those  teachind  in

_‘French-language elementary schools had wuniversity degrees,
compared to 4B per cent of ‘those in English—languacje schools.
Preliminary figures for 1980—81 show an imprbvement to 43 per
cent and 64 p8r cent respectively. (At the secondary level; this
difference is virtually non-existent. ,, 13.4 ©per cent of
English—lahguage‘teachers and 13.6 per cent  of French-language
teachers 'éye no degree.) Since i977, there has been a 65 per
cent ihcfease in the number of Fnenchflangdage teachers wi%h‘qfﬂ'
university degree, in contrast to a 33 per cent increase for |
their English-language counterparts. A sizeable -gap remains,
however, between the qualificatiohs of ﬁhglish—lahguage ehd T
French-language teachers. It should also be noted _that a_" 
detailed examination of the data reveals that of the‘ French- %
language elementary teachers without a degree, 68 per qeﬁt were
~less than forty years of age, compared to 57 per cent of . the
English sample.. Thus) teacher retirements alone will’net narrow

' the gap. ' '

All boards face a need to acquire qualifiedAstaéf in
specializged areas. This need is compounded for boards with FLIUs
because of the lower Qver-all qualifications of-seeff.“As well,

- it is mofe diffieult for 'French—lagguage teachers to. obtain
additioﬁal specialist qualifications because there are fewer
course offerings. in French, and the courses offered are.

‘géestricted; to a limited number of institutions in only a few .
locations. Nevertheless, students in FLIUs have the same needs
as their English-language " counterparts for th services of
various kinds of qualified speciélists in the drea of special

Aeducation.and other discipliﬁee. | |

<

'CURRENT PROGRAMS

The acthal proposale of the 1977 cabinet submission
were modified and four?separate;prOgrams were established. Each
of these is described briefly below, along with an-evaluation of -

its effectiveness.

‘.<:¥f~\“ ;151
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ar Winter Bursary Program

L)

This program was developed 'in.\order to provide .
incentives - for ‘teachers either to upgrade. . their ‘basicv'

. qualifications or to acquire specialized 'training- during ' the

winter months. '~ It is administered through " the Ministry of

Colleges and Universities.

In*l980 81, 849 French—language teachers (that is 18

Jper cent of all teachers in FLIUs) received winter bursaries.

Fifteen per cent of the courses taken by the recipients were at
the graduate level, 47 per cent at the'undergraduate-level, and

37 per cent were for additional qualifications. The average

level of support was $180.

The Winter Bursary Program was to 'provide incentives

for teachers to upgrade qualifications. - As " indicated ea

the number of teachers in FLIUs with degrees is increasing.

is not'possible, however, to determine to what extent this can be’

attiibuted to the eXistence of the bursary program A salary
grid based on qualificatlons and job insecurlty as a result of
declining enrolments are powerful incentives for teachers to

increase their qualifications.
L4

disagreement as to:’Whether ~this proéram is still necessary.
External responses supported - two recommendations proposed in
Phase II of this review: that priority should be given to
teachers from small or isolated ‘boards; and that- bursaries

‘

should be limited to first-degree courses.

b) Summer Bursary Proéram

This program was established in the late 1960s to .

assist teachers'in elementary and secondary FLIUs, teachers of

French as a second language; and teachers of French in colleges

of applied arts and technology to improve the quality of their

teaching. It was baSed'on the assumption that, because of their

»

minority status, French language teachers require special

assistance in the area of professlonal development.

In the field, - there seems © to - be - substantial




V=10 -~

The program is funded by the Secretary of State and
administeréd'.by the Ministry of Collegésl‘and Universities.
Bursaries are awarded to teachérs for :credit courses taken
entirely in French. Tuition fees and travel and accommodation

expenses are eligible for funding.

In Ontario, in 1980, 977 bursaries were awarded to

teachers in FLIUs and‘562 bursaries.to teachers orgFrench as a

second language,A The average rate ofAsupport was $292.
It is difficult to verify ‘with existing data to what
extent this' program encourages teachers to improve their

qualifications during the summer months. As with the winter

bursaries, there are other obvious incentives for teachers to .

upgrade themselves professionally. Teachérs in isolated areas,

it may be hypothesized, would tend to make more nse‘of.sﬁmmer

bursaries since their remoteness from educational centres often .

prevents them from attending winter courses. ' -

@ 4

b . . ’ . .-

%

" c) - Grants to Board for Personnel Development (Full Time
Studies) o '

3

_ The goal of this program is to permit school boards to

grant full-time study leaves to teachers, in ordér to develop
qualified staff in specialiéed‘areay. Originélly twenty annual
grants of $15,000 each .were made- Waning interest in the
program, however, led to an increase in.the amount of the grant
to" $20,000. In 1981-82, there were thirty-eight applications

" made for the fifteen grants awardéd.

A number of concerns have béen expressed about this
program. Aithough the basic purpose is to ensu’Ze an adequate
number of French-language specialisﬁs to meet the needs of boards

across the province, it'appears that some boards have used the

a

*  The federal qriﬁeria_do not require that the funds be paid

'directly to tedchers as bursaries. . The Ministry of"

'Education chose.to-develop such a bursary proéram.

18
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?rogram “to grant educational - leaves without sufficiently
considering the needs \of the system itself. _Boards in areas
where fréncophones are ih-severe minority situations are unlikely
_ to agree to grant a fuil—time study leave to a teacher Because
+ of,; for example, the problem of finding a suitable réplacemeht.
Such areas, however, arefoften ones where there is the gredtegd
need for specialists. A final concern in any evaluation of this
program is that reither boards "nor teachers are currently
rs%uired ix) pay any part. of the_ expenses of a study leave,
although it can be argued Ehat both profit directly from the
program.
The full-time study leaverrogram received extensive
'support from thegrespondénts tohthe evdluation questionnaires.
The concerns of the ministry outlined ébove, however, highlight S

the need for some redesign of the program.

a) Profeséional:bevelopment'Fund
h This ftnd-'provides financial- suprpt thfough' £Wb
programé.. It gives assistance to boards, through the.
Regglétion-—ééneraijLegislative Grants (GLG), either for teacher
participation in seminars, conférences, and workshops or to cover
' part of the organizational costs. of such activities. Assistance
-is also provided, through direct funding by the ministry (DirectA
Operating Expenses), to edugational'grbups involved in otrganizing
. professional development activities. The program is designed to.
improve teacher competency through non-credit, short~term
activities. It is available for .teachers of Frénch as a minority

languageoahd French as a second language.

. In 1980-81, 70 per cent of the GLG funds'dispensed
through this program were used for FML activities through a.total
of 473 grants. The figure' is expected to be closer to 60 per

‘cent for 1981-82. | B |




'Initially through this fund, the mlnlstry prov1ded an

average of 90 per cent of activity costs. Currently, however,

the rate of. a551stanCe is 75 per cent for teacher partlclpatlon>

“and up to 90 per cent for the organizational cost of act1v1t1es

initiated regionally by’ boards, The ministry views such - local

activities as more cost efficient than sending individual

teachers to-.-distant seminars and conferences. 0

It is difficult to assess the impact of an individual .

program such as this on teachers"' competence. = It 1is evident,t

however, that , this fund does enable FML teachers to receive more'

and- better’ professional development opportunities. The fund has

also provided support for province-wide professional development

activities. This fills a major need.

The organization of activities funded through thi§

mechanism is the "responsibility of boards. and. educationa}
organizations. The nature, location, and frequency of the'fdn £a
activities are determined by the applicant group, in'response to
self~definedﬂneeds. It is unclear. whether boards in areas where
francophones are in a small minority are taklng full advantage of

the funds to meet the needs of their FML staff. In such cases,

the absence of board-employed Frenchelanguage professional staff

(e;g,, Superintendents) makes needs' ‘assessment and sﬁbsequent

action more difficult.

Because the French speaklng populatlon 1s * mlnorlty
Vand is unevenly distributed across the province, organlzlng local
professional development activities tailored to meet FML
teachers! needs presents special frgancial- and practioal

difficulties.  For example, the total French-language teachiné

staff of twenty—three of the twenty-seven boards with FLIUs in’

central and southern Ontario is 309 individuals, distributed over

a vast territory. The provision of local® professional

‘development activities in the French language equivalent to those

available to English-language, teachers is virtually impossible

under these circumstances unless extra funds are made available.

v




INTO THE 1980s ‘ -

There are currently four programs related to 'teacher

'education, certifica?&on, and professional development. All of

. these programs are-affirmative-action programs, special measures

designed to address unique problems of francophone education. -

’

The problems that these programs were initially

designed to meet continue to exist. It is still possible for a .

francophone teacher to obtain certification"without a university

degree. Over-all, francophone teachers have lower quallflcatlons”

than their English counterparts. As well, . francophones have
fewer opportunities than anglophones “for professional development

or further education because they are scattered throughout the

province .and are often far from . centres-where courses/programs

o

are offered

In considering future dlrectlons, all of these problems

0

have been noted. In addltlon, the current. programs. have been‘

examined and evaluated. The resultlng plan for the future in the

area of teacher education constltutes ‘a major nedeslgnlng of all

- four programs, 1nvolv1ng reallocation of thelr ex1st1ng funds.

The summer and winter bursary funds ‘have been collapsed into the .

French-Language Teacher Study Fund.
‘ The full-time study 1leave program and the Professional
Development Fund are recommended to corrtinue, but in--a radlcally

d1fferent format.

*g ~ )

2.1 French-Language Teacher Study"Fund

The following are recommendations for a‘fund to replace

the- current Summer Bursary. Program' and stddy bursaries  for

teachers in FLIUs (winter courses).

2.1.1 A fund, to be entitled-the French—ﬁanguage Teacher»

4 v -




Study Fund, should be established
The fund should be for. French: as avminority language. E

The budget’ of the current programs {summer bursarles_

and winter bursarles) should be divided between FML .and T‘ .

French as a. second language (FSL), reflectlng the

pattern of fundlng in the past two years, and the FML

component should be devoted entirely to this new fund. -

The French- Language Teacher Study Fund should have two'

’ major components‘,

1) graduate education bursaries;
ii) undergraduate bursaries until 1983-84 and 1985.
‘The parameters of the French—Language Teacher Study

- Fund should be as follows-l

(i) all Freneh—language courses leading to the
individual's graduate degree would. be

automatically eligible;

x
additional eligible courses may he approved
by the mlﬁ@stﬁy Min p#iority areas as
established by ¥ tHe ministry,  e.g., a

"certlflcate course in compnter—assisted

»
learning;

“bursaries would be for travel and ,living

expenses only. Tuition would not be covered;

travel eXpenses for courses would be allowed
only if the teacher must travel at least
fif%y ‘kilometres - from his/her Aplace ‘of -

employment.
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_ In deVeloping_ the ‘recommendations .fori the French-
Language Teacher Study Fund described above, particular care was
taken to ensure that it addressed the specific issueS" that
necessitate affirmative actlon for francophone teachers. Thus.
_tultlon fees for. teachers are not recommended for coverage underv
the bursary program. . Salary levels are suff1c1ent to permit
teachers to pay their own tuition. However, becausev French-
language courses are offered in so few Iocations}'franCOphone-
teachers should be able to obtain bursaries for their travel~and

accommodation expenses, i.e. ‘their additional costs.
’ 8 -“ . - N

"~ The program is based on the premise that students in

FLIUs are entltled to teachers whose quallflcatlons are’ equal to

those of teachers in English- 1anguage,c1asses.. Statlstlcs show'
that such -parity?-of teacher qualifications exists at:pthe

secondary level .but not at the" eiementary level. Furtherh

recommendations with respect to the fund address this area.

2.1.6 Bursaries to enable secondary school teachers to obtain

§ an undergraduate degree should be termlnated at the end
- of the 1983- 84 school year. ’ '
»5 X
2.1.7 Bursaries to enable elementary school teachers. to
obtain an undergraduate degree should be kept at 1east
-until 1985 ‘ ji . -~
2.1.8  In 1984 a review should be undertaken- to assess

teacher entrance—quallflcatlon levels and the progress:
made towards parlty in actual teacher quallflcatlons at
the elementary level; and to make recommendatlons

about the continuance of the bursary program.

-
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2.2 .Grants to Boards for Personnel | Development (Full Time
- Studles) ’

There continues to be a .need for more francophone”

specialists. . 'In recognition of this it is recommended that a

" program of full-time study grants be continued ‘but_'that its

‘formatfbelaltered, as follows, in order to address some of the

concerns raised in the evaluation.

2.2.1 .The costs of study 1leaves should be shared by the

ministry, the sponsoring board, and the individual to
be granted the leave. All three parties must
\  participate. o '
2.2.2 ° The proportlon of costs to be ‘assumed by each of theV

‘three partles should be settled through trlpartlte'
negotiations 1nvolv1ng the ministry, the board, and the

individual.

2.2,3 The mlnlstry S portlon of the annual cost should not,
exceed $15 000 and. should not be lower ‘than $5 000,

dependlng on board resources and other circumstances.

S

2.2.4 kOnly post-graduate—level programs of study should bs

eligibile.
2.2.5 All board requests for a grant should include proof of -

application for the program to be sponsored. _ -

2.2.6 . Receipt .0of grant money should be contihgent on 'the
acceptance of the candidate by the university and on

his/her attendance at the program.

2.2.7 .~ Not ministry oommitment .for funding- should be, made
_— beyond one year; grant recipients °who successfully
oomplete the first &ear of a two-year prograh and

receive Ia letter- of support from the unlversltyt,ln

‘question should be glven priority if the study—leave

program continues.




All grants should be made
the

between the teacher,

ministry; the
include the following:

(i) if the teacher
~sponsorin§‘board

board must be

‘parameters .

sponsorlng board,

of the agreement

does not return' to

for at least two years,

repaid by . the teacher

as a contractnal agreement
. and -the
should

the.n
‘the

“in

proportion to the time spent with the.bqard;

the-QJ

(ii) if the tedcher does not teach within_
' Ontario publicly funded education system for
| both the héarq and the;'l'
ministry must be repaid by the teacher in

“to the" the °

at lert two ¥years, .

proportion time spent  within

system;

if the. teacher is assigned by the board to an
the

(iii)
. English-language “or immersion class,

ministry must be repaid by the ,board in

proportion to the time spent in the FLIU.
" The ministry should establish annual 'prieorities for
funding urider this program to ensure that it is fooused

“on established areas of need.

2.2.10 'Eligibility for a study leave underﬁtnis plan should be

negated if the candidate receives'any bursary and/or
scholarship outside of the agreement proposed between

the mlnlstry, the board and the 1nd1v1dual.

. -

operation under the,»prbposed'

After _years of

. new guidelines the entire full-time study-leave program

2.2.11 two

should be reviewed to determine whether_it is meeting -,

"the needs for:which'it was designed.




2.3

.8

Professional Development'Subsidy Fund

The following. recommendatlons prop\se changes to' the

current Profes81onal Development Fund.

. -

2.3.1

-fundingeduring the past few years.

D
The fund should be renamed the Professlonal Development
Subsldy Fund.
Within this fund, two separate funds,'one for FML and

one for FSL, should be created.

"

The current budget- should be divided between the *two

new funds,.with 60 per cent'going to.the'FML program
and 40 per cent to FSL, reflecting the pattern of

PR
B

The FML’ fund should be admlnlstered prOV1nc1ally, w1th’

‘mon1es being allocated among reglonal offices based ~on

needs,” and w1th priority golng to reglonal offlces
serving boards with .a small or 1solated francophone

populatlon. S N : oy

Monhey from the fund should cont1nue to be -available to .

1nd1v1duals through their boards, to boards per se, and

to educational organlzatlons.

I

Stricteg/criteria should be established by the ministry
concerning the distribution of funds, 1nclud1ng central

identification of prov1nc1al copferences eligible for:

subsidy.

-

T

seminars

Support for attendance at conferences an
through the fund should be limited to -transportation

and  accommodation costs according  to mifistry

l'guidelines {e.g., meal allowances) .conference fees

should be the respon51bll;ty of the. 1nd1V1dual‘g'

participant.

¢




5.3,8 "“vFollOW1ng a review each autumn of the needs 1dent1f1ed
by 1nd1v1duals, boards,gand organlzatlons, the m1n1stry
should allocate the funds to be, granted only upon
confirmation that.the.designated disbursement has been .

- made.

o

2.4 ' Tegcher Training '

It is still. possible to Become a French- language'
teacher in Ontario w1th fewer quallflcatlons than are needed to
become an English- language teacher. Admlsslon to the School of ‘
Educatlon at Laurentian University is currently based on { Grade 13 B
plus one year of un1vers1ty. A phaslng out of th1s lower requlre~

ment has been- approved but not fully 1mplemented. The follow1ng

recommendatlons propose means of ensur1ng that entrance quallflca— :

tlons for teachers in FLIUs w1ll be the same as those . for the1r

e

vEngllsh counterparts.

2.4.1 Starting jjJ September' 1984, admission requirements in
the School of Education in Sudbury shouId'increase'bj
one year of un1vers1ty every year until the admission

' requirements are the same as for admlsslon to other

faculties of education.

2.4.2 The Council for Franco-Ontarian Education  and the
' Ontario Council for . University - Affairs should be
requested to advise the Mlnlster, not. later than
December 1, 1983, of an approprlate ratlonale for the.
malntenance of the School of Edu¢ation_ at Laurentian

University.

2.5 .~ Ministry Co-ordination

. The programs proposed are designed to meet specific
objectives using limited ministry resources. The following
_ recommendatlon is’ made in order to densure that appropriate

ministry priority setting and monitoring take place.




~—~ 2.5.1.. A standing ministry committee chaired byfthe ASsietahb_i -

'.Deputy Minister, FranoonntarianiEduoation/ should be’
establlshed to rev1ew on'a regular basls -all’ programs

B relatlng to teachers in FLIUs and to report ‘to ‘the

Deputy Mlnlster the advice arlslng out of this rev;ew..

a
>




<

< L

-

" 3 Curri'culum.‘and' Learning Materials

The lack of suitable'Frenchelanguaée learning materiais
was identified tn 1977 as one.of the most serlous problems faC1ng
-French-language teachers and ,students. Deficiencies were
identified in course materials, textbooks, and, audio-visual
&aterials. If equal educational opportunity was to ‘be prov1ded
tg francophone students in Ontar;o,-lt was'deeifd essential that
m¢chanisms be’ developed to, eliminate the gsevere shortage. of
learning materials. o | o '

2
@

Ed
Wf‘ w

CURRENT PROGRANS | I A

Three programs were 1dent1fied for fundlng 'within the
cabinet submisgsion. Each of these - is outlined below aﬂd'
evaluated in terms of 1ts accompllshments to date. N

" a) Franco-Ontarian Resource Centre,

E 2

9 o

The Franco—Ontarlan Resource Centre was establlshed to
correct deficiencies in the availability of 'teachlng materials
for teachers. It operates under a non-proflt charter through a
‘board of governors. A Mlnlstry of Educatlon llalson officer’
.attends all board meetlngs. The mlnlstry funding for the centre
was held at $500 000 for several years but has now ‘increased to
$515 000. - o |
} . The centre's mandate 1is to obtain locally developed
learnlng materlals from: school boards, and to reproduce and sell .
'them to teachers across Ontarlo on a cost—recovery basis. The
.materlals produced and distributed by the Acentre include
teachers“‘guides,vcourses=of study,’ exerciSe.books, and learning .
‘aids. A summary of the major act1V1t1es of the ‘Centre for

1979-80 showi,the fOlIOWlng'

.;?¢37




.54 942 documents were sold, for ‘a return of $183 077;
- a2 per centvincrease in'distribution over 1978-79 was

achieved;

t

.67 500 documents were printed;

]

300 new source docqménts'were evaluated and_editedi.

’2’150 catalogues, 1isting 950 titles,-Were distributed.

The Franco—Ontarlan Resource Centre is regarded as ‘a .
flagship operation for which Ontarlo has recelved pralse across'
Canada. Essentlally, the centre is runnlng_well -and contlnues to
address an 1mportant need Many boards-w1th FLIUs, especially
those with small francophone populatlons, continue §0f_operate‘f‘

~with 1nadequate 1earn1ng materials.

The external consultation provided two further R
evaluative comments on the centre. Itﬁ‘was” suggested that;
1ncreased priority should be glven to secondary ‘'school materlals.
As well the centre should, {1n consultation w1th the mlnlstry,
establlsh prlorltles for .the acquisition and development of

- ES

documents.

b) Audio-Visual Resource Centre

The original French-language+ mandate . of  the
Audio-Visual Resource Centre in "Sudbury was ~to. provide
French-language- films to all school’ boards in horth-eastern
Ontarlo, to fac111tate the use. of films for north-eastern Ontarlo'
- boards ‘employlnglgfgwerv than = 500 teachers_Afanglophone_ and
francophone), and to help'larger boards meet special needs. This
mandate has changed over time and the fllm—lendlng serV1Ce is now™.
provided on a. prov1nce-w1de bas1s to boards with fewer than 750_;

teachers.




- The "centre contains 2‘013[French.titles; of which there

are approximately 43 000 borrowings annually. 1In the'three—ﬁonth
'period beginning in September 1981,' fifty—nine school boards
representing 177: schools' used +the service. The majority ,of
schools were from the mid-northern, northeeastern and central

regions. .

Users of the film—lending_ service express over—all'
satisfaction with the resource centre. . The .service is
partlcularly valuable in. 1solated areas where the films pr0V1ded
are often the only French= language V1sual educatlon. The
external cohnsultation undertaken. for this reV1ew supported the
contlnuance of the centre.‘ It should be noted& however, that

respondents stated that the centre requires W1der pub11C1ty, more;

efficient: administrative procedures,- and a broader range of -

improved and updated materials. : B o ’

[}

c) ° French-Language Fund

The French-Language Fund was- develOped' in order to -
address the urgent need for textbooks in French In.1976, there
were only six French hlstory t1tles for Grade 13 on. Circular 14

01n contrast to 121 Engllsh titles. In the Intermedlate D1V1s10n,
there were no "French guidance t1tles and twenty SlX in Engllsh.
ThlS clearly 1llustrated the urgent need for - French-language -
‘texts;' As well, prlor to the l977 cablnet submission, many- of
the French titles available were not entirely suitable for use in
Ontario schobls. |
v The objective of the fund is to encourage the
development and productlon. of Canadlan learnlng materials for
French- speaklng students enrolled .in French- language elementary
~and secondary 'schools and classes. . Authors or publishers are’
invited  to submit an outllne and budget for any prOJect for the

develOpment, translatlon, adaptatlon,. or productlon of a

learning-materials item.. A panel then selects the projects that S

fit the identified priorities of the ministry. The fund-pr0V1des“

-

’%\‘ ‘. ‘. y‘..y‘ ‘. | | E.bf
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partial support for each of the--seiected projects,' thus

‘maximizing fund impact as well as ~ ensuring that the

5French -language entries in Clrcular 14.'in recent years shows that .

author/sponsor retains a flnanC1a1 stake in the pro;ect.

The 1977 cabinet submission established no finite goal
for the French-Language Fund. It was hoped that fifty new texts,

at an estimated cpst of $50 000 each, would be developed ‘each
year in areas of need identified by the mlnlstry. ~ The intended,

‘number of'projects has been exceeded every year. One hundred‘and

slxty eight new entries to Clrcular 14 have already been produced.

Wlth the assistance of the French-Language Fund.

The significant increase = in the total number of .

the FLF has been effective in stimulating the productlon_ of
Frenbh—languagé learning materials. . While the'number'of~Erench—

language titles has 'increased, however,. there. has been a-

~‘concurrent increase in the number of English entries. Table 3¢l

provides: data on Circular 14 entries "at 'the Primary and

Intermedlate levels for 1976 and 1981. The figures demonstrate a
contlnued shortage ‘of French- language materials. If the

obJectlve of the ministry continues to be equality of educational

.

'opportunlty, the gap shown here merlts ongolng ‘attention, In

1981, in two of eight subject areas in the Prlmary Division and
twenty of thlrty-one subJect areas in the Intermediate D1v1slon,'
there are 1ess than half as many French entrles as Engllsh Data

for the Junlor and Senlor Divisions (not included here) show a

s;mllar' pattern. "Two of nlne vsubject areasj in the Junior
Division and forty-two of Ssixty-three areas in the Senior
Division have less than half as many French entries as.English.
No one‘argues that there should'be the same number of French and.:
English. entries. The number of DFrench' titles ,currently

available, however, ig not ~sufficient to - provide - equal .

. e

opportunjity.




_ 'TABﬁE 3:1 S
-.CIRCULAR 14 ENTRIES

‘\

. .

Number of French entrles

‘Visual Arts =

°

less

Engllsh entr1es.~'

not included .-

5

-~

1976 AND 1981
Q . v . .
: . 1976 | 1981 o
Division Subject English French . English French
: N *
Primary French/Anglais 23 5" 11 2.
: Dramatic Arts not includeg ' - %
English/Francais 171 234 139" 66 |
Math | 13 4, 18 - 10
Music : 7. . 3 5 . 6
Physical Educatlon- -0 - 3 35 5
Science 6 4, 6 3
Social Studies 18 1 22 12 -
s ' o Tk, s k.
~ Intermediate French/Anglais 38 o1 T 51 |
- " Accountancy not included Y "3
Commercial Subject 15 13 8 14,
Machine Appl. not included .5 Ry
. Retail Merch. 1 24 B 2 3
- Typewriting . (Bus) 7 24 10 6
Typewriting (Pers). 1 2, -8 S
" Classical Studies. 8. C 24 15 0,
Consumer Studies . 8 1, '.5», 1,
- Dramatic Arts A 0 4 S0
English/Francais 89 65 llO - 78, -
. Environmental Sc. not included 14 3.
Family Studies 13 S I - 10 8%
Geography 145 .26* 95 .37,
Guidance ©.26 I ~ 20 0,
. History . 188 - 10 272 . 66
uInformatics‘ ’ 4 "2 4 Sy
Latin .not given .6 2
-Math (7) 5 -8 9.
Math (8) 2 54 5 S x
, Math " (9) 9 2, 16 Ty
X Math (10) 15 1 13 6
"Math- (MlSC ) - - 15 3%
German 14 04 le . - 04
Italian 4 04 7 Oy
Spanish ) 12 04 16 . 1,
Music 24 6% 308 Sy
Phys. Ed/Health 12 . L2, 11 1,
Science 50 14 78 22,
Tech. Subj.: " not included - 36 17

o

than .50 per cént of the numbgr' of




'(see ‘Table 3:1) .

he relative- avallablllty of learnlng materlals in French

A comparlson of C:chular 14 entries

and Engl sh." A simple title count, however, does not measure the.

qualltatlve adequacy of the materlals, 'nor whether they cover an

entire course or only a portlon thereof As well, it must be

noted that Circular 14 only covers part of the learn1ng materials

p1cture.

The external consultatlon conducted for thlS. reV1ew

provided a great deal of positive feedback on the French- Language'
Fund._ Respondents stated that thls is an’ excellent and essentlal

program prov1d1ng 1ncent1ves and pos1t1ve results. Although it

was acknowledged that rapld progress has been made ln adding. to

. the 1list of French-language materials it was also noted that a

further sustalned effort. was. essential if'fthev needs 'of'”'

francophones_are-to be met.

" INTO THE 1980s o | ,

3

The three programs just discussed were designed to’
address the - severe shortage ‘of French—lang&age ‘ learnlng-'
‘materials.. The cablnet submission identified that such shortages.
ex1sted w1th réspect to textbooks, learning materlals, second-‘

»generatlon materlals, and ;| fllms. Since 1977 substantlal

progress "has been -made in 1ncreas1ng the’ range of materials

‘available., - Internal evaluation: and external consultatlon,

however, have demonstrated a cont1nu1ng need for such programs.

" - . . ' - '
- . .

Establlshment of the FrancoaOntarlan. Rgéwurce Centre

- was 1n1t1ally an’ affirmative action’ measure directed at reduc1ng.
.the hlstorlc shortage of French-language - learning materlals..
Although this catch-up period is over, the. resource centre must.
now be viewed as a parity measure, prov1d1ng FLIUs with learnlng
materials similar to- those avallable in Engllsh Constant -

1nterventlon ‘Mlll be ‘necessary to ensure that such. materials

-

L




continue to be produeced. Learning materials“have’only a limited -
lifespan, and teachers' requirements and - -students" needs with -
regard fto learning- materials -are contlnuously evolV1ng.ﬂ,For’
example, the recent introduction - Off" microcomputers. :_has
necessitated an entirely new range of back-up resources; The
ong01ng deVelopment of new appllcatlons of computers. in education

will- ensure a concurrent need for second—géneratlon materials.
Financial support is essential to ensure that such materials are
produced in French. The French-language educatlon system is notﬂ'

large enough to create a profitable market on its own.

. The Audlo—Vlsual Resource Centre 1n Sudbury . has always
been a parity measure. It runs- in tandem with "an- Engllsh—-

language fllm-lendlng serv1ce and offers an. equlvalent service.

hd -

.

The French-Language Fund was begun'as an affirmative-

actlon program, providing special catch- -up measures to 1ncreaseyjfvj

the number of avallable French lanpguage texts and thus ensure'
equal educational opportunlty. " The .examination of available-
‘materials, however, demonstrates clearly that the afflrmat1Ve—-
actlon phase of this program is nowhere near completlon.: Indeed'
there is such - rapid and ong01ng change in the development of
materlals on the English side, that it is- llkély,that the FLF
w1ll be. needed for the foreseeable future. When the volume of
French language materlals is compared to the rapldly increasing
number of English=-language materrals, it 1is clear that a vast
udifferehce“contlnues to exist between the learning -materlals.
ayailable in each language (as ev1denced by: the, comparlson of

Circular 14 entries,in Table 3:1). In addltlon, because learnlng'

materlals qulckly become out of date, they COnstantly need to be

Lt

rev1ewed and updated. . : . o -




In conslderlng future d1rect10ns,ﬂ“all three ex1st1ng_"'

."programs' have been carefully examined. Thei result1ng plan_ﬁi

1ncludes a restructurlng of elements of the current programs. In
addltlon, an 1mp0rtant new 1n1t1at1ve 1s recommended w1th respect'

-

to. new. technology.

Francp-Ontarian Resource Centre

. \:

" The FranCo—Ontarman Resource' Centre‘ is . a hlghly

"regarded organlzatlon_and any - intervention must be: undertaken

with care. The main concern in a d1scuss1on of the Centre is: not
its performance ‘but rather its relatlonshlp w1th the mlnlstry.
Currently, a llalson offlcer handles communications. between the
m1n1stry and -the centre; in addltlon, the: Present dlrector of the -

centre is on secondmént from the m1n1stry. Apart from the audlt'

.functlon,' however,' the m1n1stry has no control over “how thev.”
‘annual grant to the centre ($515 000 in 1980 81) is spent.'

A
¢

‘The ministry's relationship  with., ithe centre is .
comparable " to  its | relationship with otheri independent.
"institutions' spch " as -OISEZ The 'ministry cannot intervene
directly in the ’operations' of the centre and yet, 'since it
provides financial - support, is more than justlfled in a des1re to
ensure that . 1n1n1stry prlorltles are addressed by the centre. :
" Funding for the centre from the m1n1stry is currently prov1ded

through a named grant. It has been suggested- that this. may not

be -the most approprlate mechanism, and that the centre should o

'recelve its funds in another way--perhaps, as OISE does, in the
form -of a. block grant. This would perm1t ‘the m1n1stry to. pr0V1de

guidelines to the -centre to . ensure that m1n1stry funds are.

1

d1rected to areas percelved as prlorltles by the m1n1stry.
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In developing the following recommendations for the _
centre, these points have been addressed. -

3,1.1 _ Funding for the .centre in 1983-84 should be. malntalned
' at the 1982-83 level to meet. the ongoing need for
o _materlals for teachers. - S L - L
©3.1.2 A committee to review -~ the work " of the centre'

~and 1ts relatlonshlp to the mlnlstry should be formed.
3.1.3 _'The commlttee should be chaired by the A551stant Deputy -
o Mlnlster, Franco-Ontarlan Educatlon, and- should include
hrepresentatlves from the SpeC1a1 PrOJects Branch the
Curriculum DlVlSlon, and the Plafining and _Policy
,  Analysis Division. ' o E - :
- 3.1.4"° The mandate of the committee should be to:

PR

‘ (i) produce guidelines for expenditures of the
' ' _centre's 1983-84 funds; = .. - -
;”(ii)vrecommend_ a  funding and prlormty settlng”
“ - 1 t . model for subsequent years, based on block— grant
' l funding to ' be applied . in accordance with

‘agreed-upon priorities; R

‘recommend: - the level of support ﬁor the centre
that should be prOV1ded by the mlnlstry,

.
'

in performing ' the - above tasks,  ‘conside

the
comments and recommendations;already'reCeiv d from

- the field during the external consultatien;

(v) repdrt to the Deputy Minister by NoVemb.r 1, -
1983. T ‘a' ' .; S N, o N

7
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3.2 Audio-Visual Resource Education Centre

L -

The ,following recommendatlons are made Wlth respect to,

s

the Audlo—Vlsual Resource Centre in Sudbury

(s

3.2.1.  The operation 'Should1 continue_ for as "long as the
ministry -allocates resources to the distribution of
films, ) | B |
- . &

.~

‘French- language teachers..n
3.2.3 °Administrative services should be available in French. .

"y
o

3.3 **French-lianguage Fund I

L4

_ . The French Language~Fund proV1des .an essentlal serv1ce:
to FLIUs by encouraging the - development and production” of
Ccanadian French language learnlng materlals.'vThe.fund hasvbeenV
partlcularly vulnerable “to ‘1n—year budget - cutbacks in 'recenEv
years because most of the money is ‘allocated in the flnal quarter
“of ‘the fiscal year Thus, the. fund: surrendered $800 000 1n 1930,

and $4001000 in -1981, when other programs requlred more money'.

. that | follow 'attemptvlto deal with these

The; recommendatlons

°

PO-’,i;ntSv. o _ s - L ' . - .

3.3.1 . The French—Language Fund should cqntlnue at its current"
T 'budget level Wlth increases based on 1nflatlon. : ‘-~"1
. S - 0 ] '.... N P ( -I 4. . ) ;T - » 3 -

f3;3.2*'7 4A means should be developed to enSUre that the fund 1sg

less , vulnerable . to ' negdtive mld—year budget

adjustments." o - Caee

3ﬂ2‘2 o Prlorlty should be given to boards Wlth feWer than 100 _x"




3.4 New Technolggy_ ,/*

The importance of ‘new technology and of 1ts impact on

educatlon in the 1980s cannot be overemphaS1zed The Mlnlstry of .

Education is already taklng appropriate action to ‘ensure that the
opportunltles for educatlon presented by the new technology are.

recognlzed and utlllzed

w -

It is essentidl that the ‘special needs of'fthe« -

francophone populatlon of Ontarlo should be ons1dered at every
stage of growth in this area. The follOW1ng 3

designed to ensure that the opportunltles that. new technology
" presents ‘for the French-~language system. will contlnue to be

pdrsued.

3.4:l A francophone 'official should. be ,assigned ,to the
Computers in Education Workgroup' to assess/monitor on
a contlnulng basls the avallable technology and the'
opportunltles 1t. presents for use vln French language

-

»instructional un1ts, -and to brlng information 'on

phones to  the - attention of the . Assistant. vDeputy
Minister, Franco-Ontarian Education. '

i
- -

3.4.2 _Part of the mandate of this'frandophone official should
' . be to recommend for fundlng under the French- Language
JFund, proposals for the development of French- language
computer software.f_; '

.

e

o ‘This Wpuld be in addition to any special ministry or
' government funds designated for development’ of computer-

based learnlng materlals.‘

o . v

ecommendatlons are

) spec1f1c issues and opportunltles Wlth regard to franco-'

@.-..




i3.4}3“”" Con51deratlon should be glven to allocatlng a portlon
' of the funds pr0V1ded to ‘the Franco—Ontarlan Resource
Centre for the development of computer- related second-
generatlon materials for teachers.

&

3.4.4 - Any . steps taken to encourage .the deVelopment of .

unigersity-level 'computerltechnology courses for”h
‘ teachers:  should 'ensure; } that - - French language"

institutions are involved. S

3.4.5 . The revised - structures outllned An’ Chapter Two .with
regard to bursaries for teachers,‘ full-tune _study
lgrants, and aids. to professional development should .
,empha51ze in their funding crlterla the develOpment of“

teacher competence Wlth respect to mlcro-technology

x

The new communlcatlons technology offers rexciting'
vp0551b111t1es with reSpect to . distance educatlon._ Although the-
numerous appllcatlons of’ computers 'to dlstance‘ educatlon go*
“beyond the scope of thlS project, the potentlal appllcatlons for
French- ~language educatlon were a recurrlng 'btheme dur1ng}r
discussions of fuiture directions. It is obvious that many of the
problems involved in'distance education are problems of French-
language education in"Qntario. (This idea is also,discussed in
: Chapter Four, "Student Needs and Program ReSponses").ﬂ,Francoe
phones are scattered throughout the province, often isolated from
"each other in unitsxtoo»small to prouidehthe‘services (e.g.c a
‘libraryp a wide range of course options).normally associated with -
education. :FrancophOnes _are ‘not the only such population . in
: Ontario. . Many anglophone schools in- the ‘north face 'the same
_problems and . will do so inCreasingly' as enrolments - decline.
FLIUs offer a unlque opportunlty to the mlnlstry for the deVelop—r'
ment of 1nnovat1ve applications of the new technology some’ of
" which Wlll be spec1f1c to French- language education and some -of
which may later be’appliéd to other séhools,_ These considera~

tions'haVe prompted-the.frnal recommendations in this chapter.




3.4.6 -

A project should be 1n1t1ated to examlne the spec1f1c

uses of the new technology for isolated FLIUs and ‘to

develop experlmental . applications of computers to

address the spec1al problems of dlstanfe educatlon,

S~

-

The m1n1stry should adv;se the Counc1l of Mlnlsters of
Educatlon Canada (CMEC) to continue with co—operatlve
"and co—ordlnated efforts across Canada to deVelop andh
1mplement French language software for use w1th the new -

communlcatlons technology.




B j 4 - Student Needsﬂ and Pl‘i)gl'ain ReSPOHSCS \\7{ |

The Government reiterates fts-intentfon to.ensure,that the
children of its francophone communities receive, at both the
elemenEary' and 'secondary levelsp quallty French-language > -
.educatlon programs 1n a context and in an env1ronment that

both rezognlze and respect the d1st1nct1ve characterlstlcs '
of" their  culture and thus contrlbute reallstlcally to the \\\g

linguistic and cuItural objectlves held "by Ontario's ~4
francophone c1tlzens.l' ' : S : S ;

2

Any dlscusslon of French language .educatlon must of
necesslty address the needs .-of- the students.] The . stated goal of\
the 1977 cabinet submlsslon ‘was ~ to ensure equal educatlonal
opportunltles to students in French-language schools or classes %';:

in Ontario. Students are, quite obviocusly, the raison d'etre for

'chools}'f Although _all of =*the proposed programs discussed
elsewhere in this paper have an indirect effect on students, in -
vthls chapter we will dlscuss dlrect program responses to thelr
needs. '
‘Before descrlblng and evaluatlng the current programs
» which most d1rectly respond to student needs, it is 1mportant to,
point out that these programs fall into two dlstlnct categorles.
The majorlty are very clearly’ deslgned to ensure equal
educatlonal opportunltles to students in French- language schools
and classes. Wlthln this f1rst categOry, some programs,“such as.
the Student Guldance Information SerV1ce and the Correspondence“

Education program have as their goal_the provision of an equal

. 1

e

1. Issues and Directions, page 56.

'f .
<
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; service to ’students' in two languages.. 'Others, such as ‘the

thelr Engllsh-speaklng counterparts.' o o -

g L ’ -

A :’ prov151on of an enviromment that both recognlzes and respects the
‘ distinctive’ characterlstlcs of thelr culture 1s a key component
of francdphones' educatlon._ A number of the programs descrlbed
in this chapter are de51gned to glve‘francophone students access

may support the development »of approprlate French- language

choir--to supplement in-class learnlng. n

o v

Y . .
- . _ - -

CURRENT PROGRAMS

a) Educational Consultative Services

'1nstructlonal ;units were locdted in demographlcally 1solated

~and/or geographlcally remote areas of the province which '‘made it
‘d;fflcult _1f not 1mposs1ble,,for many of the school boards to
"provide an equal educatlonal opportunity for their students.

program to these schools.

¢

have ‘access to a level of serv1ces comparable to that recelved by

" Given thds 51tuatlon, the ministry proposed a direct service

- It is 1mportant to note that some demographlcally 1solated

% ¢

Toronto.

- . . BN - ) o 3

'Educatlonal Consultatlve' Services offer a unlque serV1ce to "
_French-language schools and classes to ensure that. students 1n;3’
remote areas or, areas w:.th a small French—speaklng populatlon,_,

It may be less obvious why elements of a cultural‘a}E
. nature are included in -a rev1ew of French language education in
’Ontarlo. However, - Issues' and 1D1rectlons recognlzed that»4"

to approprlate’anclllary serv1ces Whlch have a cultural ba51s;_'h
Thus, the . student-exchange program glves a student from a small -
1and 1solated FLIU the opportunlty to v151t a communlty w1th al;'
thr1v1ng francophone populatlon. The - cultural-act1v1ty programfi

.extra-curricular ‘activities--for. example, a French language

E , | ' An ' examination of enrolment statistics‘ in"French—”
language schools and clas&és in 1976- 77 showed that many of the

francophone communltles are. 1n urban . areas, e.g., Sarn1a,~'




' opportunity to francophone students.

‘. The . over-all" goal was to provide enriched direct

_minlstry serv1ces to school boards in remote areas or With a

small French—speaklng_ population. The”’ program was pr1marlly

designed to'meet the professionalfdevelopment consultatlve, and

speCialized needs, of French—language teachers and students where

forty-two perSOn—years of speCiaList support to FLIUs ‘each’ year,.

at an estimated annual cost of $1:950 000.

.

In 1980~ 81 the consultative services were modified,

and since then there have been two distinct- components. Under

Plan I " the Ministry of Education seconds educators/consultants

from school boards to prov1de serVices on a prov1nce—W1de baSis.'

The ministry reimburses the employer boards for the salaries: and’

benefits\of the secondees and covers all‘serVice—related costs.

'Under Plan II educators/consultants are seconded by the minlstry

in order - to establish co—operative projects for two or~ more

neighbouring boards. ‘The ministry reimburses employer boards for

the .salaries and benefits of" the secondees, but the . boards

participating in the co-operative pro;ects are responSible for

all service-related expenses.

‘

‘inception.” A survey of user satisfaction conducted in 1979

The consulting program has-been well received since its.

, boards could not offer such serVices. The 1ntent was. to_prOVide .

through a ministry research contract indicated that 73.5 per cent '

of the clients served (456 of‘620'respondents) were meore than
satisfied with the services received. ' A further evaluation of
the | revised organizational. .structure . revealed. definite
satisfaction with both . Plan I and 'Plan II;foThe external

consultation undertaken for this reView confirmed the esteem in

which this program is held.. Withoqt exceptlon, every board that

_responded stated .that the- Educational Consultative SerVices was

an important program meeting ma]or needs in the community. It.is

perceived as an essential service which - substantially assists’

small and - isolated  boards in providing "equal educational

. . . . . L . . 7
. [ - . f
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In Issues and Directions the'ministry~stated that:
'The French—Language Consultatlve Services. Group worklng out
of the mlnlstry S reglonal offices and originally formed for

a two—year period will be malntalned as ‘long as ‘a-

. slgnlflcant need ex1sts.2

_ The response of ‘the communlty (1nd1V1duals, boards,'ass001atlons
and unlversltles) surveyed for this reV1ew 1nd1cates that such a
need still exists. ' '

A number of problems w1th the program were 1dent1f1ed_
‘in the 1nternal review and external consultatlon.' The ' two major:
problems were the dlfflculty of recruiting secondees to staff the

program, and the amount of " travel® requlred under Plan I

(prOV1nce— wide serV1ce) which decreased the avallable consult1ng1J¥~.

tlme.

The usual problems associated W1th secondment have been;A'
experlenced and there 1is no questlon that permanent staff would
.be preferable. Neverthelesg, secondees pr0V1de Valuable serV1cesff~

and. resources to boards. Problems have been, experienced when
secondments end just -as programs are _getting under way or when

secondees lack the spec1f1c skills needed by boards. The

availability of 'potentlal secondees is ‘also a concern. The
relatlvely limited pool of French language educators/consultants

~ from which secondees may be drawn makes it 1ncrea51ngly difficult

to second’ approprlately quallfled and experlenced staff. T

)

2. Issues and Directions, p." 58.

- 4:;




:_b) Student Guidance Information Service (SGIS) -

N

‘The.cabinet submissioh of 1977 allocated funds for the -
translatlon of SGIS into  French - in order to enSure' ‘that -
francophone students had access to the. same”guidance materlals as

their anglophone counterparts. The translation was completed in -

1977-78 using funds from other sources. The translated mg%er1a1s~-'

included job descriptions, counsellor's materials, and request
_ cards. ° Full lmplementatlon of SGIS in. French was.achleved 1n
- January 1979. The program is Jnow maintained by contlnuous and
parallel updatlng of the French and English data bases.

SGIS - is an establlshed ong01ng program of the Mlnlstry
'Qf Educatlon, in both French and Engllsh ‘

LN

<

c) Student:Exchanges and‘Cdltural Activities

In. 1977, Franco—Ontarians.did not have accessvih'the
communi ty at large to sufficient cultural activities to maintain
a yiable. Franhco-Ontarian pcultural presence. Thus, student—
exchange and cultural-activity programs were included 1n -the
cabinet submission. .As 1nd1cated earlier in-this chapter, both.
of these programs must be cons1dered as approprrate ancillary:

services necessary for equal educational opportunity.

.

The‘,goal "of the ‘student—exchange ~program is to
facilitate interprovincial, intraprovincial, and international
exchanges between groupsm of frathphone students at - the
elementary and secondary levels. If exchanges ~occur betWeen
: schools within Ontarlo, they must 1nclude a return visit from. the’
host school. If the exchange is 'with a Quebec school 'however, a
return' visit is not requlred s1nce-most Quebec schools'are not

interested in a French- language eXperlence in Ontarlo. | There
'jwere twenty-nlne exchanges lnvolV1ng FLIUs under thlS program in.
1979- 80 and twenty in 1980 81.




‘The grants to boards" for cultural act1V1t1es Were
initiated 1n ‘order to fac1lltate the prov1s1on of cultural

enrichment programs for franc0phone students at the elementary =

and. seCOndary levels. The program assists boards Wlth the costs

-of sponsorlng French- language cultural act1v1t1es.-

S

e 2

_ _ The , student—exchange and. cultural-act1v1ty programs
_begun 1n 1977 are important anc;llary serv1Ces. They are
,necessary to the development of a feellng of self—worth for

students in French- -language schools and classes; without- them
. such students may often feel 1solated from the malnstream of .
'francophone culture. o A |

v

‘An evaluation of the - programs 1nd1cates that although~‘

-they are percelved as 1mportant certain modlflcatlons would - bef -

'adv1sable. The external consultatlon demonstrated that prlorlty

in both programs should go to small or isolated FLIUs since it. lsﬁli'

‘these students who ,have the least access to French language

extra-curricular activities. )

It was also p01nted out that a spec1al student exchangeb
program for francophones is not essential, since francophones are
eligible for other such programs (e.g., Young Travellers). Thei
exchange part of the current . program is less 1mportant than tne_
vopportunlty for a student from an area with a very small- FLIU to
visit a predominantly French milieu and -thereby eXperlence
his/her culture more fully; ' The exchange aspect. has, in any
case, already been watered down by the modification in the -
.program which permits one-way V;s1ts and does not require

+

éxchange with a Quebec school.

‘With respect to the cultural act1v1ty ‘program, . the
external consultatlon demonstrated that there is a need. to review
- the mandates and reSpectlve roles of the Ontarlo CounC1l of Arts,':
the Ministry of CltlZenShlp and Culture, and the Mlnlstry of
Educatlon with reSpect to the fundlng of cultural act1v1t1es for'
FLIUs. ’




[

y .~ a4) Ontario Assessment Instrumént Pool (OAIP) .. SRR
L - . ) ) - ' : . — . : .
| _ _ = |

© The 1977 cabinet submission included an allocation.of
‘.; $350 000 for _ the deVelbpment-.ofl évalqationnvinstrumentsﬁ'for;
- student achievement -and .program efficiency. These funds were
dlrected to the Ontario Assessment Instrument Pool (OAIP).

- !

~

The goal of OAIP is. to provide teachers Wlth unlform_

_testlng procedures to measure student achleVement and -the o
effectiveness of programs in schools. The pool W1ll consist of .
several groups of assessment 1nstruments, each correspondlng to a

lenlstry' of Educationr currlculumA guideline. The areas to- be™

~covered will be: English, Grades 4 - 10; chemistry, Grades 11 - ..

" 13; French,“Grades 4 —'lof'geographyﬁ Grades 7-; 10;7hist0ry,,.'
Grades -7 - 10; mathematics, Grades 4 - 6 and 7 - 10, and physics,
Grades ll - 13. A subject adV1sory group. part1c1pates 1n the‘
preparation of each instrument. , ~

The evaluatlon 1nstruments wh1ch make up OAIP are belng
_ prepared-in French and Engllsh

©

. e) . Correspondence Education
The project to develop correspondence courses for
French -speaking students at the'elementary and secondary levelsv'
was initiated in 1977 in response to a strongly felt need. - The
'orlglnal objectives  of the pProgram were- to produce thlrty—S1x
additional _French—language' secondary—level courses over three

years, thus enabling francophone . students to obtaln the S.5.G.D.

by completlng most of. thelr studies in French; _and to contlnue to
support the "revision. of “the ex1st1ng French language elementary
courses. The project was “to be' a three-year 1n1t1at1ve.| Ehree
. target groups, within the francophone populatlon were 1dent1f1ed-{
1) children -of compulsory attendance age who Were unable to
attend school because' of ° distance or’ 111ness, 2) adults who,
wished to.continue their education; and 3) students in' grades ll—'

13 who could not obtaln a partlcular course at thelr school.




3
0. . : -

New technOlogy and the use of outside suppliers‘have
,pérmitted far greater production Within the budget allocation.'
than the original target of ‘thirty six . courses. o date,.

seventy-three» ‘French-language correspondence courses have been '

developed. Of these forty seven are secondary level courses.

1

/.

Although the enlarged correspondence progranl has had

only. minimal publiCity, response ‘has been 51gn1f1cant. jIhuf
11977-~78 there were 207. French—language course " enrolments. f‘By,;

1980-81 this figure_had increased more.than sixfold to 1245,
While the rapid expan51on in French—language

correSpondence courses enabled the ministry to meet an obVious

.need, the quality of course materials suffered and maintenance

problems arose. The Six rangais courses. are outdated and-1n

need of. replacement and. the anglais courses, are not- suitable for{
the francophone clientele. While a course in © advanced

mathematics is availableffor.grades.é, lO,'andhl3[‘no’such course lf**

is available for grades ll and .12, As well, the Frenchelanguage

correspondence program was. introduced without'additi@nalastaff'

. ; N . . : . . : :
professional staff administer an average of thirteen courses
each, while their French;language counterparts average 136.5
courses. For 'support staff, the comparable figures are 8.7

courses for an English- language staff’ member, 36.5 for a

French-language staff member, . . .o - ]

The external consultation revealed several concerns  in

o

"addition to those raised above. There i% a. percelved need to
extend into grades 9 and 10 the right ”va students _to“take’

correspondence courseszif they cannot obtain a particular course -

at their own school. As well, boards:and individuals submitted

that correSpondence courses should be made available to boards‘

and schools. to aSSist“'eachers in preparing courses. This would

be of particular help'to small and isolated,SChools.‘ '

as

‘and this ‘is reflected}in'the_heavy workload. ' English-language -




Ontario)‘

. francophones.

.achlevement.

DR

: : _Al numberf"of'.‘reSpondents '1alsof_'reCQmmended “that
alternative  delivery methods should be explored (e.g., TV

.

Those reSpondlng stressed the need not only ‘to reV1Se

and update current courses but also to develOp new ones.

A

Flnally, _.a* number . of .. those. dey%luating ﬂ'thé

L -

;correspondence—educatlon program stated that thlS program should

no 1onger be cla551f1ed as a’special French language ;nltlatlve,

J'but that. the mlnlstry should .make this a rmrlty program with

‘equal’ access to correspondence‘.courses vfor an910phones and

'£)  Fellowships for Studying in French

1 . ] N . ot

F

The purpose of the fellOWShlp program 1s to encourage

\"fstudents to enter full-time post-secondary programs offered in
'French. at a French- language or bilingual 1nst1tut10n, in any
" dlsclpllne. Anglophones and francophones are eligible for .the’

fellowships which are .awarded on the Dbasis of academlc

Y

The prograng is funded by the Secretary of State and
__admlnlstered by the Student Awards ‘Branch ‘of the .Mlnlstry of

Colieges and Unlver51t1es. -In 198k-82, 1500 appllcatlons were

treceived and just over. 500 fellowships awarded. Slnce ‘the

program began in 1976, 36.4 per cent of all awards have ‘gone to
students in colleges of applled arts and technology and 63 6 per -

~cent to students in- unlver51t1es."0n average, - 80 - per' cent of

fellowships " are awarded ?ton francophones and 20 per cent to
anglophones. o ‘ ‘ ' ‘

ThlS program is Judged to " be ”aw key  factor in

' encouraglng young irancOphones to. pursue thelr post secondary

studies u51ng French as. the 1anguage of 1nstructlon. " The

1 external evaluatlon of" the fellowshlp program 1ncluded

N
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'recommendatlons to- 1ntroduce new. crlterla that go beyond academlc"
.. achievement- and include flnanclal need, to 1ncreaSe the number of
bursarles, and - to -extend bursarles beyond the flrst year (to

-

encourage students to contlnue studylng in French) .

' S - . "

'g) Bursary Program for Francophone Students from Mlnorlty Areas r”;

W o ] “ EA
) . i}

R .
. P

-

- S ThlS program was begun as a plth progect funded by

-

the Secretary of State. ‘and administered’ by the Mlnlstry f.

-Colleges> and Universltles in conjunctlon with - the Councll of

'Ministers of Education. R DU e
\ :
- A recommendatlon to make the program a permanent one‘
was recently made by the Council of MLnlsters of Educatlon

i ‘The goal of the bursary- programlt,is.g to - Q1ve;7.
post-secondary- francophone - stUdents. from"outside Quebec An.
opportunlty to perfect . thelr mother tongue and unprove thelr 'gjq;
knowledge of” franc0phone culture by enrolllng _in unlversltyy
summer courses in - Quebec Bursaries are pald dlrectly to - theff-"
_1nst1tutlon, with pa%tlal asslstance provlded to students_vfor;

- :travel expenses. St S "\ ‘n o L k;;'

S-Ontario was given twenty-five bursaries inr1977 79 but,, J;-'
in part because of insufficient publlc1ty, did not award the e
total number in any year In. 1980, Ontarlo S, allocatlon dropped L
to twelve,. and agaln all bursarles ‘'were not aWarded In 1981

w1th more pUbllClty, more requests came in and.- flfteen bursarles

v
. .

/. were awarded

.. - . . -

h) Summer Language Bursary Program o R

"\

The Summer Language Bursary Program is funded by‘@he
Secretary of. State and admlnlstered by the Student Awards Branch . * -
of the Ministry of Colleges. and Unlversltles, 1H COhjUDCthh:Wlth._ .

the CounC1l of Mlnlsters of Educatlon. e, .

*

R > o . . k) .. : t
¢

R . ‘ .




' The aim of the prOgram is to prOV1de“ post—secondary
students with the opportunlty to learn orie of Canada s OfflClal.
languages as a second language and" to 1mprove thelr knowledge of
the ‘culture represented by that language. .. Thus, the program

would assist Ontario franc0phones in learnlng Emgllsh "Since

franc0phone§ in ‘Ontario live in a' pre&bmlnantly Engl;shf”'

'enV1ronment and have many opportunltles to learn Engllsh . the
program has° limited appllcablllty. ' Slxteen~,bursar1es weret'
awarded in Ontarlo in 1980 to francophones wishing to leaﬁﬁ
English. This number increased. to twenty— three in 1981

Many more Ontario.students withifrench backgroundsfare7
'in fact involved in learning French as a second language.r Thls,l
May be an indication of the degree of asslmllatlon of Ontarlo'

francophone,students. . T ' ' \lb.

-
o
"

, The evaIuatlon of the" Summer Language Bursary Program;'
' undertaken for this’ reV1ew gave strong 1ndlcatlons that the:

program is of little. use to FTanco—Ontarlans, who are already
_exposed to and famlllar Wlth the Engllsh language and culture.
Since  this is a federally funded program, however,. 1t is
recognized that no S1gn1flcant changes can be undertaken prlor to
renegotlatlon of the federal—prov1n01al agreement on blllnguallsm

in education. _ : -

INTO THE. 1980s

o
” . . o

_Before . beginning a discussion of directions for
programs for students in the*.l980sl ~tmo important qualifying -
Statements must be made.” First this chapter does.notmpr0posento
chart“direotions“for'twovof“the three  federally - funded programs.
- bu;saries for‘francophones from minority areas, and the summer
language bursaries. The parameters for these programs arej»
negotiated with and establlshed by the . federal government and

administered byveach‘provlnoe. ‘Changesslnathese programs are ‘not




'y q.' ;Wg
eXpectedito folo prlor to a renegotlated agreement between Ottawa _
and . the provin es,~1f then. Second,~ne1ther -does thls chapter=?'
.’lnclude in its 1scussions for thé futufe of French language
educatlon the Student Guldance Informatlon SerV1Ce or the Ontarioy.
.Assessment Instrument Pool.: Both are now ong01ng programs of- the?gf;
ministry:in both, French and Engllsh and need not be addressed as
French-as-a—mlnorlty language fundlng 1n1t1at1Ves.

N,

41 : V'Consultative.serviCes‘ E S - L o D
" As noted prev1ously, ‘the Educatlonal Consultatlve_
Serv1ces were deslgned to" provide . assistance to ‘boards . unable to
_meet the~professlonal-development consultatlve,.and.Spec;allzedi
needs of French- language teachers and students.“ Both“ the'
1nternal evaluation and the external consultatlon stressedﬁthat,:”

‘this is .an essential serv1ce to boards -and that the need for suchh

a program continues. This is ‘a parlty program It ensures that,j‘
. students and teachers in French—language schools and classes haVev
access ‘to’ the same type and level - of .serv1ces ~as' thelr.r
counterparts in~ Engllsh—language classes. L Although 1Athe“
evaluation of the program was overwhelmlngly pOSlthe, a. number

of problem areas were identified.

, 'Some concern was raised about the selectlon cr1ter1a_
for prOJects accepted under Plan I and Plan II. In»partlcular,'

questlons were asked regardlng the lack of involvement of

reglonal offices (whlch have ‘the most contact with boards) in the °
selectlon process. wThe follOW1ng .recommendatlons are made in
recognltlon of these concerns and also in recognition of the fact
that in a.tlme.of-dlmrnlshlng resources prloraty setting ;s,an:
essential componenthog any program. ' o

»

0 4.1.1 A process should be establlshed within- the‘ mlnlstryj

AY

to set- and approve prlorltles for the selectlon.'

of projects.




4.1.2 - ;The Offlce of the Asslzgant Deputy Mlnlster, Franqp_
'."'\ Ontarlan Educatlon, “ ould  be involved in :'thée.ﬂ
_establlshment of prlorltles. ST R
K .

4,1.3', : Reglonal offlces and school boards should be 1nvolved
N ‘is all facets'.of the Consultatlve Serv1ces, -e.g.,_

prlorlty settlng, prOJect selectlon and admlnlstration;_

A.number of the‘internal'and externalhevaluations ofg~f
this program noted that there are problems dlrectly ‘related" to,‘re
the use of secondees to staff the consultatlve serv1ce.‘ The.ﬁ:
folloW1ng recommendations address the specific’ problems of. lack"
of continuity and shortage of quallfled Frenc‘llanguage staff for.

'secondments.

4.1.4 | ‘;he basic secondment vperiod for' Plan ‘I ‘shouldv‘beb
,extended'frem onehyear'to two years. | ' ’ S
4.1.5 In order to permit staff to be diredtly seconded to one .
- ‘or more boards,. steps should be taken to\increase,the,[f’
flexibility of arrangements . under Plan  IT;
specifically, secondments to boards‘oould;be under suoh;
-  terms and for such ‘time periods as are agreeable ‘both
to the boards involved and to the Inlnlstry (as the

"agency funding the salary of the secondee)

451.6 ~Regional offices' should. be enoo@ragéd to 'rdentify o
' potential secondees (from boards) who have skills in f?
fields where other boards’ require assistance.

o , e e

4.1.7 f~\ means should be developed to ensure that secondeesv
| §CVe approprlate skllls ,in the areas 1dent1f1ed as

rlorltles.

. ‘\
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here would seem to be substantlal dlsagreement over

whether “Plan I or Plan "IT is the most valuable to boards,iu 2

Numerous problems, 1nclud1ng the extenslve travel requlred were .
identified"in connectlon w1th Plan I, and yet such a
prOV1nce—w1de plan fllls a very clear need for certain boa1ds,
Plan II, whereby secondees work within thelr own board and on
co—operatlve progects Wlth nelghbourlng boards, is preferable
"when such- cz operatlve 'arrangements can ., be negotlated... The
co—operatlve arrangements reduce travel tlme substantlally, are’
more costdeffectlve (1n‘that boards cover expenses themselves),A

and ‘encourage . boards to. consider more carefully thHeir Lown

aresources and those available to, them nearby rather than assumlngs*”ji

that expertise is only avallable centrally.

N

,The-vfollowing‘.recommendations are"designed ~to _addfess ‘these

' concerng.’

4.1.8 . Plan lIr"where appropriate arrangements can be
' v ‘-negotiated should be glven preference over Plan I.
4.1.9 Regional offices should assist ~boards to negotiate

co—operative'arrangements under Plan II.

Although it is recommended above that preference should
be given to Plan II projects, thlS does not imply that Plan I
should not continue. Plan I should still provide provrnce—W1de
assistance .to boards that -request - it.  The .Afollowing
' 'recommendations . are designed first to.encourage'boardsfto ‘make
the best use of secondees in Plan I and second  to 1ncrease -the
Acost—effectlveness of Plan I relatlve to Plan II (where. boards
pay prOJect—related expenses).

LS

4,1;16 : The ministry, through its . reglonal offices, fshould
‘ o c1rculate 1nformatlon about ‘individuals >available_ to
asslst boards under Plan I, detailing their skills'and

-

backgrounds. ‘ : : S




14;l;ll .jErojectssundertaken w1th boards undar Plan "I should

.5

_.-learnlng alternatlves at the ‘board level.;

4.2 - Correspondenqe Education.*,

-l\\. ' 31nvolve a fee—for—servlce arrangement, whereby each

_ﬁ'.partlclpatlng board would pay at least part ‘of - the
' ‘prOJect-related expehses,vexcluding salary - and frlnge
'beneflts.;»~ T : E . r'f

. . L. o » . . . -

T - . o - R : . -

[
———

Since 1977, a great deal has been done to 1mprove

«French—language correspondence—course offerlngs. Nevertheless,

although there ‘has been a rapid 1ncrease . in . the. number of -

earller 1n th1s chapter 1nd1cated that  there are still areas

K

where courses either are not provrded or are outdated : "k

~4.2.1 . Funds should continue to be.‘madei_available'.forfpthepnl

-

development of hew ' courses and the updating of

I

existing courses. - D

fa
'1:»; .
o

4.2.2 . In the updatlng and revision’ process, more Secondary
o correspondence_‘courses ‘should . be provided ~ the

general" level of dlfflculty. . e T

The latter recommendation addresses a'cbncern’voiced by a number

of Franco—Ontarian educators, +that the available courses are too

o

French language correspondence courses avallable, the evaluatlon -

[y

Al

el
o

often at the advanced level and, consequently, are 1nappropr1atev73b.

for many students looking for courses. : _— )

Ve ¢

A S

Currently, correspondence courses . are available “to

students 1n Grades' 11, 12 and 13 who canhot obtain a partlcular'

course at. their school. Slnce many FLIUs. are small the problem o

of course avallablllty may beg1n before Grade ll.

The \POlle on . proV151on nof correspondence—educatlon

learnlng materials - has ‘been rev1sed After Apr11 1,.1982 boards B

may purchase courses ‘on- a cost—recovery basis. = The" materlals
should aSS1st by prov1d1ng opportunltles to set up 1ndependent

T
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The accesslbllity of correspondence study to both -

.anglophone and francophone students- in small schools is. rev1ewed

frequently. To date, the evidence seems to ,1nd1cate that

students in Grades 9 and'1l0 should not be enrolled slnce they
lack the maturlty requlred to study without the support of a

teacher. - , T Lo

a [

RN
- .

As noted elsewhere in this paper, FLIUs are often small
and‘ tend to 'be isolated from each_ other.- - Correspondence
education ‘therefore has special relevance for“the francophone
populatlon (although rural populatlons, too,,-face this problem).
‘A discussion. paper recently released by the Department of

14
Education in Saskatchewan' comments extenslvely on the special

potential role of ‘the Correspondence "School. Wlth regard to theﬁ"'

rural populatij?. The p01nts made w1th respect to' the future are

-equally relevant to a dlscusslon of the role of correspondence'ﬁ

courses in the educatlon of Franco—Ontarlans.
v . 3 Vo :

- . 4

As teachers requlre more. support in program dellvery, and as

technology increases 1ts capa01ty"to ‘provide content, the

role of a -rev1tallzed Correspondence School, that is, . a
distance education centre, becomes an option. - Although the

present Correspondence School provides courses to students,'

‘V)ln the absence of -a teacher, a Djistance Educatlon Centre

could develop a capacity to work with teachers. to deliver

specialized.courses in small schools. Programs could make

use. of such techniques as teleconferencing,{'instructional‘

television, audio tapes, and eventually computer-managed or

computer- -assisted instruction. These programs have been_..'
used effectlvely in isolated areas from Alaska to
Portugal.' 3. ‘ o . .
- ‘ - y N i
8 -
3. Saskatchewan’Education, Rural Education: Options for the

'80s, February 1981, page 41.




4.3 Student Exchanges/Cultural Activities,

Y
A

al prodram design currently

The need’ for such experlme'

*ex1sts 1n Ontario. JIn- the context of #his paper such. 1nnovatlonsi
‘are seen. ‘as partlcularly relevant fpr francophones ‘in small
“and/or isolated FLIUs. The developn

‘nt of new dellvery'methods-

-utlllzlng the new technology - would however, have appllcatlons tou

many students in Ontarlo in rural settlngs, partlcularly i the

north. Decllnlng eﬁrolments are likely to increase the number of

‘students applying for correspondence. courses because their local»

high school cannot provide the courses they want. The

recommendatlons that follow are designed to address this need

v

.

4.2.3 The Computers in Education group should be requested to

examine the capabilities’ of +the new technology to

address the needs. of francophone " students 'in an
! innovative manner,’ either through ’redes1gn1ng

correspondence’ education or as an alternative or
¢, addition to it. 0 ‘ ’

% \
3

4,2.4 The Correspondence Educatlon ‘Branch, in developiné new
courses and updatlng ex1st1ng courses, should work in
close liaison Wlth ex1sting resourceefaC111t1es, such
as the Franco—Ontarlan -Resource Centre and school‘
boards with appropriate staff expertise._'

N s

-
<

-

. - [

The current student—exchange and cultural-activity

programs fall into the  category. of . -appropriate anciliary
services. They help to ensure that francophone students learn in
an environment ‘that recognizes and respects the dlstlnctlve.t
charactéristics of their culture. o

>

S
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In pthe"evéluationh of ~ the exchange program it was

|
|
pointed. out that the ‘exchange component of the program was: not' =,W
_necessary. What 1s needed is- the opportunlty for francophone }
students to. visit francophone milieux and thus experlence their
own culture. Rather than modify the two existing programs, this

proposal recommends a comblned approach

4.3.1  The objectives, mechanisms, and budget ($200 000)
' presently wused .for second—language exchanges (not
discussed here) should be maintained and used for
exchanges, of anglophones Wlth ~francophones' and vice

versa. -~ - D -

'4.3:2 '_ The FML . ‘component of the studenteexchange and
' cultural- actRV1t1es - programs for FLIUs. should be . )
combined into one fund to be . entltled the Cultural L

.Act1v1t1es Program. |

4.3.3 The goal of the combined program should be to promote
. .cultural and educatlonal activities in FLIUs. through
such 1nltlat1ves as:  cultural/educational VlSltS or 5{:’
exchanges among students to foster a better knowledge |
of other francophone mllleux, or Vlslts/performances by o

1nd1V1dual francophone artlsts or groups.

)

A\l

4.3.4 . v Priority should be given to,applications from small or
'  isolated FLIUs. . i - : .

- 4.3.5 The roles of the Mlnlstry of Education, the. M1n1stry of
N Cltlzenshlp and, Culture, “and the Ontario Council -of
"Arts should be’ clarlfled with respect to the fundlng of

.

cultural- act1v1t1es in FLIUs.

4.3.6 The budget (365 000) for the new program shouild be .
' reviewed to ensure its adequacy. '




5 Fmancmg Frénchllénguage Edu’lcatidn‘ ST

CURRENT PROGRAMS

The 1977 cabinet '~subﬁission proV1ded for . the
development of special grants for school boards with
French language schools or classes.‘ These grants were based on ‘a
recognltlon of the addltlonal costs encountered by boards with .
- - dual llngUlSth components. Funds could be used for such 1temS’g. o
as textbooks, translatlon serv1ces, andb indireCt expenses,f-. |
:vlncludlng h1gher admlnlstratlve costs.’ ThlS progranl has been

rev1ewed on an annual bas1s, as described below.

_ The amounts recognlzed for 'grants purposes*' in 1977
were $150 per pupll at the.elementary leVel + $45 per credit for
Grades 9 *and 10, and $50 per credlt for grades 11, 12, and 13.
The grants were payable at the board's rate of support .and. were
condltlonal on boards submitting flve~year plans to the - mlnlstry.
Additional funds were also made available for ‘small French-
'language 1nstructlonal unlts (through a weighting factor) and for
full fundlng for half-time klndergarten and junlor—klndergarten f

4

puplls. - - S - .

.. oom . R \/’ .
s . . : s

These- are the per—pupll expendltures ellg;ble for grants,

.*‘

referred to in the.grant regulatlons as "ellglble suTI} In

1977, the, grant recelved on the eligible, sum was - calculated
- on each board's grant rate. From 1978 on, boards received a

grant equal to 100 par'cent of their eligible -sum.




.-'\. '

for” the special grants. was increased to 100*pervcent and the

" grant qf.$150 per pupil was divided into two parts. 'Up:to-one-k

third ofp the grant, or $50, was  to be’ used for additional

_indirect expenditures,_such -as higher plant-maintenance costs,

higher school-administration costs, and costs connected ~to the

hiring of additional non-instructional personnel’ in areas such as

finance; public relations, engineerihg, and computer . services.

Boards yere not required to account for these indirect costs.

- The remaining two thirds, or »$100, was cons1dered ‘to be for.f

additional direct expenditures, such. as additional supervisory
officers, -consultants and teachers, . curriculum development,
textbooks, and cultural activities. ' ‘ ' ‘

RS . ’ . L N

As .a condition for receiving their special grants, the *
boards were required to develop three-year finanCial-planning'

summaries of their progected_'additlonal direct costs and to.‘

submit these to their respective regional offices for approval.

In addition, boards were annually required to submit to regional - ' -

offices an accounting of their actual’ additional direct costs for

the preceding year for each of the fifteen categories of direct

cost expenditures recognized

In - 1980, the ministry initiated the folloWing
additional funding supports to.boards,

also payable at 100 per
cent. ‘ ' S «

- ~Reorganization grant: to offset the start-up costs associ-

o

ated with establishlng new homogeneous ° French- 1anguage

secondary schools (payable over three years).

&

In 1978 -the program ‘was changed The rate.of supportf

>




- - Small-school weighting factor: to'proVide:improyed’addieA
_ tional*'support for small homogeneous French-language and,
‘-small mlxed-language secondary schools, ' ' '

- French-English mixedéschoolvweighting factor: - to encourage'

- the expansion of course offerlngs 1n the mlnorlty language

-

(French or English) of the school.v L

L3

. r : \
- In 1981 - another modlflcatlon was 1ntroduced when the
1977 per—pupll/per—credlt grant amounts were 1ncreased The,new

levels of support, Stlll payable at lOO per cent, are '$165 per

pupll at the elementary level, $50 per credit for grades 9. and} g

10, and $55 per. credlt for grades 11, 12 and 13.

‘™o further changes. in- the”“graht, structure were

approved in Septembervof 1981..

<

¥ .

- The - secondary school reorganlzatlon grant Wlll be extended'

from three to five years where- the board can Justlfy the .

need (see Chapter Six, section 6.1, for dlscu551on).

- . The mixed-school weighting factor will beArevﬁewed‘in'order
to provide boards having -to astabllsh very . small classes
with a stronger incentive for prOV1d1ng a greater number of

‘eredits. o o -

The special grants outlined above constitute one of the .

“resources'that contribute to the gerieral goal of ensuring equal -

eddcational opportunity = to _ students in . French-language

instructional units (FLIUs). : \

y o S : o W\
¥ . . S -
. . . . - . D
. _ _ o _ ,
‘




part'

The-speCial grants arejin part parrg;bmeasures and in

afflrmatlve—actlon measures. - The Aperfpupil/perecreditr

grants must be treated as parity programs., They ensure that _

boards receive thé funds necessary to ensure equal educatlonal'

. opportunltles “for students  in. French—language schools and

classes. - Since the report of the Royal' Commission on

Bilingualism and Biculturalism, every ‘detalled analysis of

bFrench language education has concluded that' there are extra‘

costs 1nvolved in educating franc0phones 1n a minority settlng.

-Thev

per pupll/per—credlt special grants were developed ing .

'recognltlon .of thege well-documented additional costs.,' Such
parlty measures will continue to be requlred for the foreseeable"

future if equallty of educatlonal opportunlty in -_the.

French- language educatlon system is a serlous objectlve.

&

o

The additional special grants, .. however . (the "~

re-organization grant, the small-school welghtlng factor, and the

%1xed—school welghtlng factor) ‘are afflrmatlve—actlon measures.

The§¢ are speclal llmlted term measures developed to 1mplementc

mlnlstry pollcy as deflned in Issues and Directions:

L]

' The Government reiterates its intention-to ensure that the

children of its, francophone communlties recelve, at both the

elemgntary and secondary ~levels, quallty French—language‘

education programsfin a context and in an environment that both.

recognize - and respect the distinctive characteristics

of- their culture and thus contribute”realistically to the

linguistic and 'cultural _objectives held by  Ontario's.
francophone cltlzens.l‘ ” '

o .

o

These measures offer sp&cial encouragement to assist boards 1n.

- implementing m1n1stry policy.

1.

Issues and Directions, p. 56. . -

e . " - < - -
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The;current'grant structukg has been demonstrated to be
flexible enough to, accommodate readily changes in program needsne"

and pOllCleS. When it was considered essentlal to encourage the

establishment of more adequate French—language school entities

within a mixed- schoql-settlng, the 1980 grant,plan was modified

to include the required funding- incentives, including the

introduction of special ‘capital .grants .for that purpose.'

Similarly, the 1981 grant - plan contained improvements to the

eligible “sums, to reflect increases in the cost of goods and

. -~

services.

Since the introduction of the 1980 funding initiatives,

| based on the October 5th minister's \statement . introducing new

1ncent1ves for the establlshment of French-language entltles, six

such entities have been establlshed.

It has been suggested that more French-language

entities‘might be established if current funding_were_further

Al

improved. This could be achieved by improving the reorganization .

grant by'comparison with the mixed-school weighting'factor thus

maklng it financially advantageous to establish entltles rather

than mlxed schools.

. It - should be noted, however, that the funding -

~initiative is based, to a large extent, on the‘estimated cost of

the programs and services associated with a reorganized
‘ administrative structure. Fundlng.mechanlsms are not intended to
force or unduly 1nfluence change upon or within each and every
ﬂlxed-schgol situation. Any change in this direction would

require major revision to the current policy.
o .

»

~ .

In order to examine the per-pupil/per—credit grants as ,

they contribute to the French-language programs of individual

school boards, an internal ministry team examined board-reported
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' expendltures at the_ elementary level in the Eastern Ontarlo
1Reglon.» Althouqh tﬁe nulber of boards 1nc1uded in the sample 1s
too small to permlt ‘conclusions. to be drawn, the data ralse.t_

U .

questions which warrant further 1nvest1gatlon.!

Table 2: l compares the ellglble sum for" dlrect costs'
for each board to its reported addltlonal dlrect costs. In all’
cases the spec1al grant for direct costs ($100 per pupll or two
'thlrds of $150) is: less than the - reporte&”dlrect costs., In"s
.addition Table 5:1 relates the addltlonal dLrect costs of a board
~to the board's total“enrolment and FML enrolment. "In the boards
examlned, there is a noticeable tendency for boards‘with a large .
. propOr%}dn of French—laqguage enrolments‘ to .haye additional _
direct ‘costs close to $100 and thus to receive almost 100 per
cent reimbursement for the ex§enditures; vOn ‘the other handm
boards where only a small proportlon of the over—all enrolment is,
francOphone ‘tend- to have addltlonal per-pupll costs above $lOO
“and thus do not receive 160 per cent relmbursement cosbs.'-

A number of questions ‘arise from an examination ‘of . .

»

Table 5:1.

-

1. Are the reported additional direct costs valid?

Do regional office personnel meet with their board counterparts
to discuss the estimate of additional direct costs for FLIUs? If’
so, is there co-ordination. on a provincial level toyensure that

cost estimates are ‘made on the same basis across the province?

2. ~Are additional costs constant from board. to board? .

—
« -

N4

‘If boards-With close to 100 per cent franc0phone”enrolment>have .
valid additional dlrect costs of clese to $100 per -pupil,- boards.
"_Wlth small FLIU enrolments may have hlghep»costs if they wish to

-

63
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Table 5'1-

c e -

ADDITIONAL DIRECT, COSTS FOR I‘ML EDUCATION (1979—80)

-COMP?\RISON BY BOARD OoF REPORTED ACTUAL EXPENDITURES TO ELIGIBLE SUM FOR DIRECT EXPENDITURL‘S

-(Elementary, Eastern Q')tarlo Reglcn)

TOTAL ELIG.

SOH.‘

VARIANCE -

| DIRECT COST PER

TOTAL NO. FML PUPILS ELTG. REPORTED DIRECT
OF PUPILS SEPT. 30 ' SUM TOR _FOR DIRECT= | EXPEND. cosT ' FML PUPIL
IN scuooLs . | 1979 FML. COSTS COSTS ONLY FOR DIRECT N GRANT —— - =1
. SEPT. 30 (DIRECT ARD | (2/3 OF COSTS s o As. | EUAG. S | REPORTED)
BOARD 1979 4 o | INDIRECT) . 1 TOTAL ELIG. |} . ., _ % OF RE= UM FOR -EXPL“D4-
o - NO: - | : : SUM) 1 . portep | DIRECT. - |-FOR
; TOTAL, k s , o ~| COSTS - DIRECT
: . ™). obigrecr % | costs
‘ . $ . S $ ' ASTS s ' s
' X —Col.o T T Col. B Col, 9
' . c . 2N T N ~€el. 5 [ var. < |. col. 5 Cot. 5 | Col. 6
Col. 1 Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. 4 _Col. 5 Col. 6 ° | v~ ) "% - B S
: . : - S , . col. 6 fcol. 6] cCol. 6 Col Col. 3
A 17,149 5,452 [31.8 821,400 547,600 787,299 - | (239,699) (30.4) " 69.6 | ° 100 .. 144
B 16,984 7,023 41.3 | 1,053,450 + 702,300 | 1,062,920 ‘| (360,620) (33.9)7  66.1 | 100 15}
. C 6,889 6,796 /98.7 | 1,019,400 679,600 .683,615 (4,015)] (0.6) .99.4 -100 "] .100
D 5,305 398 7.5 " 59,700 33,800 53,305 | (13,505) | (25.3) | - . 74.7 1100 134
E 8-, 308 5,083 [61.2 790.,800 527,200 577,192 (49,992) | (8.7) 91.3 104 13
- F 17,545 97| 0.6 49,363 (39,663) | (80.3) 100 509

14,550

9,700

19.7

‘Notes:

@

Pupll data’ taken frcm school board financial statements, 1980.

B
? .

Eligible Sum Amounts, and Reported Expendlturesa tal@n from.analysls prepared
by Eastern Regicnal Office, based on school board planning summaries.

- -

Eligible Sum Amounts shown differ slightly fram amounts in beard flnanc1al
statements, which reflected the calculatims based o two sets of

September (1979 and 1980) enro]ment data.

'R
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provide programs of the quallty .and varlety re .lred to ensure

equal educatlonal opportunlty.. Should the grart- plan therefore T
‘be adjusted to prOV1de a larger per-pupll ellglble sum for boards
- with a relatxvely low FLIU enrolment and a. smaller per—pupil sum.

for Qafrds Wlth almost all franCOphone students°~.

«‘)

examlnatlon of the

Table 5 2 provides a more de

addltlonal dlrect costs, by category of expen 1ture.. Examlnatlon

of ‘this table reveals a wide Varlatlon

pend"ure prlorltles
from board to board. Informatlon avai able wﬂﬂhln the mlnlstry
does not reveal whether or not this, va 1on is "a’ result of
needs-~ assessment studies by boards and subsequent sequentlal
development'programs. It 1s unclear for example why Board D’ (7 5
per cent francophone elementary enrolment——398 puplls) spent $l3

498, on - textbooks in 1979- 80, whlle Board. .A (31, 8 per cent

francophone_ enrolment——5452 pupllg) had ‘no addltlonal dlrect

costs'in;thls area. Board cC, w1th 98. 7 per cent francophone

~enrolment, claimed $165 470 addltlonal costs for books,. a mefty

‘Board C (98,7 per cent francophone) had any signlflcant extra
ﬁ . . <

annual sum. when one considers that only - the addltlonal cost of

francophone books should be clalmed and not the total cost (e g., :

o

Such Variationbin'the figures occurs throughout Table

5:2,. not 'just in the area of textbooks. For example, one

éxpenditure category is "Teachers", to account for the addltlonal

coéts resultlng from lower pupll/teacher ratlos 1n FLIUs. AThus,
one can :perhaps ‘understand . that Board A (31. 8 . per cent
francophone) had $705 600 additional" costs for teachers, to serve
their "’ francophone populatlon, It 1s harder ‘to understand why

s

N




Table 5.2:

(Elementary, Eastern Ontario Reglon)

°

-~

ADDITIONAL DIRECT CosTSs POR PML EDUCATICN (1979-80)
COMPARISON BY BOARD or PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY OF- REPORTED - ACTUAL EXPENDITURES"

‘Bdard E

- : ’ C o o S P R
|Category of Expenditure . Board A Board B 'Board C Board D
| . s '\ .8 v s ) s R IR Y
1. Supervisory Officers 9,126 . - - 4,525 0. - “ ‘20,521 |, 3.6 - -
. I.Z-Suppcrt Staff 9,917 - - 1,445 0.2 - - .3,507 -~ 0.6 | - -
‘f2.1 co-prdinators and 37,572 293,000 27.6- | _ 57,970 8.5 30,041 56.4 | 73,683 [ 12.8 |+ - -
Consultants , I _ o i c . .

\ .2 Support Statf 25,084 3.2 40,800 3.8 | 80,575 | 11.8 1,920 3.6 14,029 2.4 - -
283, Teachers 705,600 | 89.6 356,800 33.6 ‘|- 273,660 [ 40.0 - | - ] 316,866 54.9 . " -7 -
2.4 Edutation Services - = | 169,200] 15.9 31,315 -4.6 760 | 1.4/ - - - -
2.5 Support Staft - - 29,400| 2.8 2,170 0.3 - - - - - -

{2.6 curriculum - - - - {0,000 | " 1.5 - N - - - -

. Development - o
2.7 Support Staff - - - - - - - - - - -~ 1 -
. ot : . ..
2:8 Professional - - -], - 4,340 0.6 §77["1.1 | 5,532 | 1.0 150 .t 0.3
ngelopmen: N\ . _ ) : o - B .. .,
}  Textbooks : - 31,920( 3.0 165,470 | 24. 13,498 | 25.3 125,738.° 21.8 | 41,333 | 83ty
4. Translation Seryices - - - - .- 6,000 | 0. 4,533( 8.5 2,500 0.4 - -
) . ]\-a‘ A S - ] K . ] . .
5 FLAC . - - D] - . - - - 1,100 - | "0.2 - ] -

{6 cultural Activitics . - | "133,800] 12.5 17,626 .6 419| 0.8 6,070. | 1.1 272, 0.6
7 Other Direct Costs - - " 8,000| o.8 28,519 | 4.2 1,538 2.9 - 7,586 1.3 | 7,608 | 15.4

Total additional | 787,299 | 100 1,062,920/100 683,615 | 100 53,306 {100 577,192 | 100 49,363 |100
direct costs’ . ’ o S o ' '
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teaching'costs} Yet'they claimed $273 '660. One may also ask why

Board F (0. 6 per cent francophone) claimed no extra costs at all

~in-this- area.

) ) N

leen the llmlted avallabrllty of detailed financial"
data, 1t is possible at thls stage only to 1nd1cate that there is
‘little or no 51mllar1ty from‘board to board in EErms of reported
direct costs. ' o ' o - '
\ v.. : i “ - .
" Table 5:2 also ralses the questlon of why zero— or low—
vexpendlture categorles ex1st It  is unclear whether th1s is* a

'reflectlon of an absence of board plannlng, lack of recognltlon

\by a board of. these partlcular 1tems, or the fact ‘that these,,

Wcategorles were fully taken care, of 1n prev1ous years. Board A
accounts for all of its dlrect, costs w1th1n the flrst five

"categorles-of'expendlture. Board F clalms cqsts only in: four of

the, last six categories. Does thls mean that Board A has no .

additional costs,for'textbooks, or does the board 1gnore such
‘costs?  Similarly, did Board F spend 1u> addltlonal money for
‘,superV1sory officers, teachers, or currlcu A develg,pment'>

- The examination of available data y ‘the internal
review conmittee raised a number of questions with respect to ‘the
per- pupll/per credlt grant levels and the uses to which  these
funds are put.’ The ' éxternals consultation identified similar

concerns. The ‘two major recurring recommendations carising from

the external consultation were a need to qonslder a graduated -

per- caplta grant varying inversely to the number of francophone
students, and a need uior better monltorlng of the funds to
determine’ whether expen.dltures are trul} extra -costs for FML-

»

programs.

.




) A final*cohcern identified’ in this area is the fact
that the ministry currently does‘net require boards to giVe any
indication of what their plans are for. the per-pupil/per-credit
speciaf_grahts. Boards must provide only.iimited expenditure
data. It has been suggested that boards should be“required to
develep plahsﬂof_actioh with teépect to FML §ducation in the way

that they must for implementation of Bill 82.

INTO THE 1980s ' o

* / : .
The internal analysis of the speeial-grants pragram and’

the external consultatlon on theu topic resulted in  the

1dent1f1catlon of two major concerns regardlng the use of funds

by school: boards, namely the per—pupll/per—credlt grant levels'

and the use~to‘Which funds are put. The data currently avallable
to the ministry do not provide - suff1c1ent information for a
completé analys1s of the use of the special grants. Before any
ma’jor changes ip the grant program are made, it is- therefore
-essential that a more complete review be undertaken.

A : _ - - :

+ .  The Iecommendatlons that follow are des1gned to address
the questlons raised both by this review and by the analysls of

avallable -materials.

v '

5.1.1 A detalled review and audit should be undertaken for

. the current year to determine exactly how the eliglble

e sums/special grants are belniﬁijeﬂ.
. T _‘ - N

5.1.2 - The - Assistant - Deputy  Minister, Franco=-Ontarian
. _Education, should establlsh and chalr the rev1ew—and—'

audit group.‘ -




. . ) - . A .
5.1.3 Francophones from_,within' thef ministry should ‘be
| ' invblved as part bf the review-and-audit group.

- ) -
°

. C Following completion of the review and audlt, thé

. mlnlstry will be in posse551on of the 1nformat10n essehntial to .
) any dellberatlons _wlth . respect - to 'changgs in the granE
e mechanisms. o : ' - S .
« N - A R . °
. ) g .
. v :
> .
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6 Other Educatlonal System Components:
: , Administration and Govemance

3

. The' elements discussed in chapters two through five are
crucial components and- deallng " with them satlsfactorlly is
essential to ach1ev1ng the objectlve, stated in the" l977 cabinet -

SmelSSlon, of equal educatlonal opportunltles1 in French-

language schools and classes. A number of"other elements

however, are- ‘necessary to & fully operative system. ‘Three of
these--research, = commumicasions, and ministry maln—offlce
personnel——were discussed in the ‘1977 cabinet submission and form»

an 1mportant part of the infrastructure of an education system.

: © In considering these other elements this - chapter
focuses on the following: key issues:

.

- the availability of French-language school facilities;

.
- the availability of . supervisory services and ministry
 staff services in French, both- to the educatlon system-

and to }he general publlc,

»

-

- the nature "of the francophone educatlonal env1ronment

and the avallablllty of ancillary educatlonal services
and activities in French.

1. "It is proposed that the following goal be adopted* To

improve ‘services and resources necessary to ensure equal

educatlonal opportunities to students in French language

schools or classes in Ontario.® Cabinet submission,
October 20, 1977, Page 4.

5
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“INTO THE 1980's

a

6.1 Physical Facilities

The policy odtlined in the minister;s statement of
October 5, 1979 provided the basis for the formatlon of- new
- French-language ent1t1es**. It has been very useful in permitting
>the creation of six sugh entities. The following recommendations
‘are designed to ensure parity by promoting the}creation ofOFrench—

S . \
language schools or entities where demand exists.

6.1.1 The pOlle regardlng physical. facilities and entltles .
outllned on October 5, 1979 should be contlnued.

The 'extension- from three to five xears{ of‘rspecial
.start-up grants for small secondary entities should be
reaffirmed in rcases where the »bcard is able to

demcnstrate that- three years is insufficient.

This repor't does not take any_positi-on nor make any
recommendations regarding mixed schools. It should be noted,
however, that the October 5, 1979 policy favours the creation of
distinct French-language entities where the population-desires'
them. . ' -

\ o o

Qualifications of Teachers, Principals, and Supervisory

Officers

It is ‘important that not only the teachers, but also
the prlnc1pals and supervisory officers assigned to FLIUs should
have a demonstrated capablllty to teach in French.. Ind1v1duals
can either acquire this capability through a French- language
teacher-training institution, or if. teacher training has been"

taken in EngIish, certified French capablllty can be gained by

See\pagesvé and 4 of this report. ‘ :
An entity is a French—language school, sharing plant .and
facilities with an E?glish—language‘school.

. : . N




€ ' . «

N L -

successful completion of 'a small number ‘of subsequent courses
given in a,French—language teacher-training inStitution} This is .
not ~seen as an onerous requirement and parallel requlrements'

vappear to be quite justlfled for English schools.

»

6.2.1 . All teachers and pr1nc1pals asslgned to FLIUs as well
as supervisory offlcers responsible for FLIUs should be
requlred to have demonstrated French—language,
qualifications, ‘e;g., ;sucoessful ‘completion of
specified course/training requirements in French as
part of, or in addition . to, allr'certificationv~

requirements for their~assignment.

6.3 °  sSupervisory. . Services for French-Language Schools
(FLIUs) . ’ |

AR
The availability of satlsfactory superv1sory services
. for all FLIUs is essential to any, effort at equality. While many
boards can and do prov1de satlsfactory services to.FLIUs, the
limited size and scattered nature of the franoophonenpopulation
make it impracticai .in some cases to .expect sucth superV1sory

services now or within the forseeahle future.

6.3.1 The ministry should continue to provide ,superV1sory

services to FLIUs where boards are not in a posltlon to

'

prov1de thelr own. | :
q ,

Upon occasion, for a variety ,of reasons, an Engllsh—

-

'speaklng superintendent may- not respond to recommendations of a
French-speaking superv1sory officer supplied by  the ministry.

 Further, since French-language schools have certain aspects that

- . are peculiar to them, weven in areas 1like curriculum, it is.

important forgthe Dlrector of Educatlon for the board to receive
direct information about ‘operations in- the board's French-

language schools. Where the board pr0vides'its own French=-




language supervisory officers this is primarily the board's‘
concern. Where the ministry provides a French- 1anguage
supervisory officer, it seems adVisable to adapt the reporting.

structure accordingly.

a

6.3.2 Ministry French-language supervisory officers providing =~

supervisory services to boards should report directly

. toreach board's Director of Education.

6.4 Ontario Educational Communications Authority (OECA) -

Because of its special needs, the‘ French-language
school system relies even more heavily on the OECA educational
services than the English-language system does. . The relative
scarcity of French-language »iearning materials increasés‘~thej5
importance of OECA's role in providingIeducationalvmaterialj both
on-air and through video tapes. Under. the present system ofp
. funding, 50 per cent of OECA's current French 1anguage production
depends on federal "speCial project funds"vwhich are approved on.
a year-to-year basis. While it is not suggested that increased
provincial funds should‘necessarily'qo to OECA to produce‘French—
language material, a specific statement to the effect that the
'ministry wishes to see part of Ministry of Education grants used
consistently for that purpose seems called for. |

1 B -‘
. -

6.4.1 . A portion of the Ministry of Education block funding of
_DECA should be allocated on a continuing basis for-

French—language'educational production.‘

6.4.2 Steps should be taken to maXimize FLIUs"access to the

French learning 1nateria1s presently available through
.OECA.

-3
o
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. For the minority francophoﬁe population, educational

- television can support and enrich the currlculum in French-

‘language classes and schools by helplng proV1de a French-language

milieu. .

ARt present, however, the bulk of TV Ontarlo French

" programming 1is scheduled for Sundays from noon until midnight,

with

mornings.

be ideal.

supplementarQH_half-hour of* programming on weekday.

A separate French educational television network would

Since the actual establishment of educational TV 1is.

part of the mandate of the Ministry of CltlZenShlp and Culture

this may not be possible; but the Ministry of Education should

emphasize

its support for projects which would increase -the

~amount of French programming. Various proposals have been made,

some of which would not require significant new £inancing.

Harmonie

One such recent proposal is Project Harmonie. Project

‘outlines- a Frernch- ranguage educational television

programming package which would be offered to all cable companles

in Ontarlo, - free of charge. The package would consist of

orlglnal programming by ‘TV Ontario as well as acquisitions from

other jurisdictions, including Radlo.Quebec (one eighth of the

package) ,
package),

French National Network - France  (one quarter of the

and .the National Film Board. The proposal is for nine

hours oflprogramming, six days a week, excluding Sunday.

The miﬁistry should indicate its support for proposals
like Project Harmonie, - which are .cost effective in
increasing = the availability of French educational
television to provide culturally related :suppcrt to -

French schools.




_v6.5 - Commuriications

The ministry communication function, as it relates to

~the francophone population, is wvery important. Two aspects of
this communication function are dealt with here. The first is.

the production of print and other materials in French. Most of1

these are for direct’ use in the ~education -system - (e.g.,

curriculum guidelines and materials), but others are oriented to

a broader clientele (e.g., ministry pOlle proposals, public-l'a

w
reports) The seSond is the dissemination of publlc 1nformatlon,

the handllﬂg of inquiries from the publlc and SO forth

'Y

s

Recent analysis of the ministry communication functidn

as it relates to the French~&anguage school system suggests. both

‘that major progress has been made since 1977, and "that some:

shortcomlngs remain to be corrected. - ’

°
.o
»

It is a . noteworthy achlevement that twenty French-

language documents generated in the Elementary Education Branch'
were completed in 1981-82. In addition, parallel development_of.'
English and French documents .has” enabled both anglophone and -

francophone writers and resource persons to gain from the

expertise, experience, and knowledge of members of a curriculum

committee.

Two problem, areas still require attention, however.

. One is the difficulty of producing French:languageidocuments -

both originals and translations from English -- speedily. The

complexity of the task facing the Communication Services Branch

‘in preparing documents in two languages is recognized. However,

*since it is government and mlnlstry policy to produce documents

in both French and English, such 1mprovements as appear -both
necessary and possible should be undertaken. Another concern. is

lack of co- ordlnatlon in the productlon of French documents.

-

-

The following elements appear essential to the prompt

and eff1c1ent production of French-language documents.




6.5.1 An " over-all co-ordinator should be named. for the

editing = and °® production -bof - all. French-language

documents.

6.5.2 The French-language document co—ordlnator should have

-

some decision-making power regarding priorities for

French-language documents con31stent with - the
.ministry's over-all priorities .for documents. .
6.5.3 o ‘When materials go for French- language -ed' 'ng, the
' ' French language editors should receive the :}rk'from
the French- language document co-ordinator and report to
him/her throughout. _ v T
6.5.4 French—language support:services, particularly typing;

should be ‘available on . a continuing basis to the

co—ordinator of French- language document productrpn.
: N v A0 :

.

French language document production would, of course, respect any‘

over~all ministry priorities.' A specific system for establishing
such ministry priorities, if one is not already in_ place, would
help to ensure that there are no conflicts between priorities for

English and French documents.

The other remaining. main difficulty regarding

communications is the lack of French-language capability in the

telephone-inquiry and public-information sections (e.g., public

inquiries, press releases,; phone calls).

[

6.5.5 * To satisfy both ministry and government policies

regarding'dealings~with the public, staff capable of
providinggFrench—language telephone—inquiry and public-

information services should be hired” by, the

Communication Services Branch.

In performing his/her duties, the cofordinator .of _

f
-




Research e
" The 1977 cabinet submission outlined. two specific.

amounts of $350 000 annually, .one for development of evaluation

instruments, one « for research in curriculum,A teaching, 'and

organizational ‘matters.
{\ ., . v

_ The money available to develop evaluation instruments

-, and for research was never fullyd spent. Later, ;the Ontario

' Assessment -Instrument‘ Pool (OAIP) passed from“development to.
implementation. It is assumed that French assessment instruments:‘
will be developed in conjunction W1th English 1nstruments, andu

" 80 the matter- needs no "further discussuon here.

T
4

. - A number of very useful research proyects of speCiflc-ﬁia
' importance to French language schools were funded _and completed,
‘although annual expenditures to date on research have not reached;"”

the $350 000 total. FML research, needs are not decreasing. ;In{

future, care .must ‘be taken. to " ensure that  those most ,f

knowlédgeable about francophone affairs are involved. in ‘
;determining which projects . requiring funding * should have

priority. o V

The separate funding'to supportsthe research needsiof

- the Council on Franco—Ontarian"EduCation should also, be_'

continued.

1

6.6.1 The amount of $40 000 in research funds allocated for
= , carrying out . projects. determined directly by the -
' ‘Council on Franco-Ontarian Education should be
;continued- - this -amount should be re-examined (Hl an
\annual basis according to the expressed needs of the
council..
_6r6.2 - A separate amount of $200 000 should -be allocated
jyearly for research proyects of specific importance to

'French -language schools._ o . , .

¢
Sy v . . - .




'1980s must confront this 4question . in greater depth than has

N .

e ' Do T . X RN ,,y.‘

- - . - el

“.6.6;3[if~fErlorat1es_'should' be _establlshed by the Assistant"

Deputy' Mlnister,v Franco-Ontarlan Educatlon (after’
agproprlate consultatlon both w1th1n and outs1de of the
mlnlstry,.such consultatlon to include* ‘the CounC1l on -
Franco-Ontérlan Educatlon), and should be communlcated
to the Deputy Mlnlster.h The . Deputy should then communl-l

cate the pxlorltles £o the D1rector of Research e :
6.6.41V. The $200 000 should be allocated accordlng to this llst
. o of prlOrltleS. Any requests for fundlng 1n excess of
. _thls amount will be’ consldered by the Research Branchl
' according t¢ established- mechanlSms. o ';," "_ o
6.7 .. ﬁMinistry.of EducationvPersonnel i }g.f,i ii . p?*&

. e L el R Tl e e ey

L)
e
]

) The. 1977 cablnet subm1ss1on touched‘on the questlon of‘
mlnlstry personnel but in a limited way. . Any blUQprlnt for the

previously 'been done. However, - because of  the 1mpact .oﬁél'

<}

dec1S1ons about. personnel on ‘any, proposal for the future and

.because the extent to which the various fungtlonal a%d program_

recommendations w1ll be accepted " is not: known, ‘spe01flc-'

. recommendations with regard to personnel changes are difficult to -

make. - Flexibility in stafflng is further Ilmlted by known and

>

.ant1c1pated flnan01al constraints. S o R "

A that mlnlstry staffing needs 'related to - the @French languagef

9
¥ .

’ “+

12
o

Desplte these dlfflculbles, a concerted effort has been'

‘e

made to analyse the stafflng component . The results 1nd1cate"
that 1mprovement may well be pOSSlble within ex1st1ng resourges»* "

_\. -~ d
. . . . 2

From ‘a functlonal p01nt of v1ew, *the analysls 1nd1cates R

school system are of three types.'. R T -

k]




- v o ce b gy i . -
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fﬁ“fw' I'.,;Mlnlstry functlons reqUirlng francophone spec1alized

. " educational staff. o S L e .

‘G, s oo . : . - L

. language schools, the ministry needs francophone officials

, Wwho have both - the background in education and: the

'properly design and supervise,;a good French-language

'elementary/secondary education system.
- .
“ . . . s v - “ v l‘

~

JII 'Ministry'functions requiring specialized‘francophone staff

who are not primarily specialisés in education.

-

spec1alists, the staff who prov1de these -services not - only

understand the ‘minority Franco-Ontarian situation.

.
v A

BN
i
. - ©

CIII Minlstry ' functlons ’ requining AspeCialized staff < where

French language caEability is not essentialu - o

Examples include ‘the financial area and the policy-analysis

area.

- 4 >
v

E The above analysis indicates that all francophone staff
need not have the highest qualiflcatlons or fall into the highest

//might be able to provide more appropriate - francophone staffing
than at .present’ Within the available salary budgets. It is

bl

v

*.To prov1de equality of educational opportunity in FrenchQ“

understandlng of the minority- francophone situation to

- Certain key ministry serVices - for example, communication,
services -and teasearch '-. are ‘essential- to building and .
maintalnlng "equality "of educational opportunlty in French

7:” ' hb schools« Although they need not necessarily be educatlon‘

salary’ categorles. With differentiated stafflng, the Inlnistry'

cléar, too, that the ministry needs two, different kinds of

exPertise, which may not necessarily always be found in a single'

must function well in Freach to be effective, but also- must .

.




'Amandaté.'r Both are 1mportant if the nunlstry;gs to meet its

- proposed objectivgs in the area ,of Frenc¢h-langua

_individuai' One is educatlonal expertlse dlrectly related to the

‘education: system.- The other is professronal expertlse d1rect4y

related to _the Mlnlstry s fulflllment of its governmental

N

education.’
Although_ it 1is -dangerous to give' either type of
expertise more weight than the other, 1t «should probably . be

remembered that those elements identified under category I (ice.,

‘educational programs, currlculum, and superv151on) nelate

directly to ‘the educatlonal programs available in French schools

Vand the educational . experience available to' the - student.

Maintaihing a staff of experienced, knowledgeable,'and capab;eu
educational officials'in these areas is crucial. Althpugh there
was an increase in the number of francophone officials in the
mlnlstry w1th the credentlals to serve. in these areas after 1974
recently there has. been a reductlon‘as a result of retlrements.
Positioms either have not been fllled or have been filled by

secondments. o ' . .

a .

©

6.7.1 - Once there are indrCations as to the hasic orientations
'accepted for the mlnlstry blueprlnt for French language

- elementary and secondary. education . iin the 1980s, a

detalled rev1ewm of francophone stafflng requlrements

and means of meetlng}@than, for™ areas requlrlng
'specialized educatlonal certlflcatlon and expertlse,

should be - undertaken by approprlatei senlor ministry
off1c1als, in consultatlon w1th the Assistant Deputy

Minister, Franco-Ontarlan Educatlon.- The review should

include ’ an- examlnatlon of the p0551b111t1es of using

)

d1fferent1ated stafflng.

. With reSpect'to the staffing of categories II and IITI,

a parallel recommendation is made, but here the functions, the

'types of partlcular expertise, and the type of stafflng requlred

throughout the ‘ministry need toﬂ be outlined. While , not

considered a major'task, it has not been undertaken here.

. . . ‘ . 82 ) v




A review of francophone and French-speaking staffing

needs{throuqhout the ministry in areas nhoty requiring
specializéd educational certification, and expertise
‘should be undertaken by approprlate senlor ministry
officials, in cohsultatlon with . the BAssistant Deputy
Minister, Franco—Ontarlan Educatlon. The review should

include an examlnatlon of the possibilities of uslng

v
S

T _differentiated staffing.
. L. The 1nd1v1duals undertaklng these reviews should bear
in mind that maintaining a core 'of francophone officials on
permanent staff whose experlence relates to those areas requlrlng
spec1allzed educatlonal certlflcatlon and expertlse is essentlal.
" At the same - tlme, it should be remembered that greater stratifi- f
catiofi and dlfferentlatlon of staffing ‘would enable a relatlvely
smallﬂ'number of experienced off1c1als,,‘ass1sted byx.lessf :
éxperienced professional and para-professional staff, . to improve
eff1C1ency and product1v1ty The permanence prov1ded mlght also
make it easier to use seconded personnel in the mxplstry.—
Slmllar approaches should be. consldered in thetho other areas.
(It should be recognlzed however, that for the Torontofarea, fem
potential candidates are available locally, and candidates llVlng
‘.elsewhere in Ontario may be reluctant to relocate because of the.

<o

hlgher cost of living in Toronto.] ' }

<

b . -
: .

If equal educatlonal opportunlty is to be achieved, the,

.

need for a- commitment to’ hlrlng' franoophone offic1als fqr
particular’ fUnctions- cannot be~watressed too. much - ‘a vacangy
frequently means not lesser servlce ‘but no franCophone serv1ce at
all for that functlon. o - : oo

a
N
a

. "1 In light of the above dlscusslon, there are a. number of -

"actions already recommended

3 ' - ’ -
Al - . C e .
@ . v

‘genéral steps the m1n1stry can take in: addltlon to- the speC1f1c. f”'




. 6.7.3 .. * The Ministry should make every effort to replace

depﬁrting franeophone staff in permanent positions in.
order to keep the number of permanent francophone staff

' at least at the present level: ‘
6.7.4 Where it 1is not p0551b1e ~te recruit a permanent
francophone official in an 1mportant area, the ministry
should continue to secend’ francophone OfflClalS as

another means of providing hecessary service.

6.8 i ~ Council on Franco-Ontarian'Education

- 7 . '}

Since the Council on Franco-Ontarian Eduéation rwas
established  to edvise the minister on the educational needs of
the Franco-Ontarian population, ~that body would obvious;y be
interestedjin this proposed blueprint; In accprdance with  the
outline of Phase III presented to the Executive Committee, and at
the Minister's request, the council is to have an opportunity to
review it. Regardless of the final shape of any biueprlnt, it is
not antlclpated that.'any relationships. involving the council and{
* the ministry would be altered (although on specific matters the

council's role mlght be affected\\%‘. : ; _ :

?

——— D




7 Summary of Recommendations

B
- -’
[

"

-

1 4 A . . : ’ -»

. . o .
* The following- is ~a summary of all recommendatlons

contalined’

reader is

_Chapter 2

in this report. For more detalled 1nformatlon, the

»

referred’to the appropriate chapter.

.

- The Teaching Profe551on, Teacher Education; . —

Certlflcatlon and Professional Development

French-Language Teacher Study Fund

- : S S o :
A -fund, to be entitled the French-Language Teacher-
Study Fund, should be' established.

The fund rshould be for Frenc¢h as a minority language..

The budget of the current programs (summer bursaries
and winter burgaries), should be divided between FML and
French as a eecond language (FSL),. reflectlng the-
pattern of. funding- in the past two years, and the FML

component should be devoted entlrely to this new fund.

The French-Language Teacher Study Fund shouid have. two

major components: '
S \ )
(i) graduate ‘education bursaries; , . B .

(ii) undergraduate blrsaries until 1983-84 and 1985,

The parameters of the French-kanguage Teacher Study
Fund should be as follows:
(1) all French language cohrses leading to the
" individual's #raduate degree would be
automatlcally eligible;

»

e

85




until 1985.

(ii) additional -llglble courses may’ be approved

by  the )istry in ~ priority areas as
established” by the ministry, -  e.g., a
certificate course = ims computer-assisted

-

learning;

(iid) bursaries would,be for ¥r vel and livingd

expenses only. Tuition|would not be covered;

(iv) . traGel'expenses for ¢ou:ses would be allowed

only if the teacher must travel at least:
fifty kilometres from his/her place of
employment. ‘

[CR

-~

Bursarles to enable secondary school teachers to obtain

- an undergraduate degree should be termlnated at. ‘the end

of the 1983-84 school year.

yo

Bursarieées .,.to enable elementary school teachers to

¢

obtain an undergraduate degree should be.kept at least

-

In 1984 a review should be undertaken:‘ to assess
teacher eﬁtrance—qualification“levels and the progress
made towards parity in actual teacher qualifications at
the elementary level; and to méke recommendations about

the continuance of the bursary program.

v

Grants to Boards for Personnel Development (Full Time

Studies)

The costs of study leaves should be shared by the
ministry, the . sponsorlng board and the individual to be

granted the Ieave, All three partles must participate.
. _ L




The proportlon of costs to be assumed by each of the
three 'partles should be settled through tripartite
negotiations involving the ministry, the board, and the
individual.’ | g L
The ministry's portion of the annual cost should not
'exceed $15 000 and should not be .lower than $5a000

dependlng on board resources and: other c1rcumstances.

Only post-graduateelevel programs of study should be -

eligible.

All board requests for a grant should inciude proof of
application for the,program to be sponsored. '

: v ‘ . - .
Becelpt of grant money should be contingent. on the

acceptance of the candidate by the unlverslty and on
| his/her attendance.at the progrqn.
No ministry commitment for fundiné . should be made
beyond one year; grant. recipients who‘ successfully
complete the first year of a 'two—Year program and
receive a letter of support from the 1university in
question .should be given priority if the. study-leave
program continues. - '
All grants should be made as a contractual agreement
 between the teacher, the sponsoring boatd; and the
ministry; the 'patameters'[of the agreement should
include the following:

N

(i). if the 'teacher does' not return' to the -

' sponsorlng board for at least two years, the

board must be repaid by the teachefr in
proportion to the time spent with the bdard;

’




- the needs for which it was designed.

LR

"Kii) " if the teacherz does not teach within the
- Ontario publicly funded education system for

at least two years, both the board and the
‘ministry. must.'be repaid by the teacher in

v | proportion to the time spent within® the
V system; .
- ) .
(iii) if the teacher is a551 ned by the board to an
, . g Y

Engllsh language or immersion class the

ministry must be repaid by the Board in
proportion to the time spent im the FLIU.

o

The ministry should establish annual prlorltles for

fundlng under thlS program to ensure that it is focused'

i

on established areas of need. _ fh

’

Eligibility for a study leave under this plan should be

negated if the candidate receives any bursary and/or

scholarship outside of the agreement'preposed between
the ministry, the board, and the individualu

-

After two years of operation under the proposed_new

~guidelines the entire'_full—time study-leéave Aprogram

'_should be reviewed to determine whether 1 is meeting

u‘f

Professional Development Subsidy Fund

The - fund should be renamed the Profe551onal Development
Subsxdy Fund

.

Within this fund,vtwo separate funds, one for FML and ~
one for FSL, show&d\?e created. '




'22;3;3; “_“Thefcurrent'bddget.should be diVided b?tween tne~two
new funds, with 60 per- cent going to the FML. program

' and 40 per. cent to FSL, r flectlng the pattern of
fundlng during the past few years.

2.3.4 EThe FML fund should be administered'provinciallyﬂ with ,s :
' monies being allocated among regional offices based on g
needs, and with priority- going to regional -offices -
serving boards withr a-small or isolated. francophone

population. . ‘ ’ B

- 2.3.5 'ﬁonej'ﬁrom.the fund should continue to be available to
~ individuals® through their boards, to boards per se, and

to educational organlzatlons.

2.3.6 Stricter criteria shouid be established by the ministry; |
- concerning the dlstrlbutlon of funds, including central

identification of prQV1nc1al conferences eligible for
subsidy.

2.3.7 - Sypport for attendance at, conferences and seminars
' through the fund should be limited to transportation
and accommodation costs ._according to ministry
guidelines (e.g., meal allowances); conference . fees

"should be the “responsibility of the 1nd1v1dual

participant.

- 2.3.8; " Following a review each autumn of the needs identified-
by ind'viduals, boards, and organizations, the ministry

should allocate the funds to be granted only upon

'confirmation that the desrgnated disbursement has.been

made.. = ’ B v _ o -
.4 - Teacher Training
/2.4.1 Starting in September 1984, admission requirements in
o . '~ the School of Education in Sudbury should~increase.by'




L

d - one year of unlver51ty every year untll the adm1551on a
requlrements are the same as for adm1551on to other

faculties of education.
¢

2.4.2 * The Council 'for Fianco-Ontarian. Eéucation. an;j the
Ontario Council for University . Affairs  should be
requested to advise the Minister, not later than
December 1, '1983 of an appropriate‘rationale for the-

- ‘ : ,malntenance of the School .of Educatlon at Laurentlan.

~'-Un1ver51ty.

2.5 .~ Ministry Co-ordination

.2.5ul A sfaﬁdihg ministry committee chaired byvthe Assistant
Deputy Minister, Franco-Ontarian Education,vshodld be
~ established to review on a regular basis all programs
relating: ﬁo teachers in FLIUs  and to report to the

Deputy Mlnlster the adV1ce arlslng out of this rev1ew._

Chapter 3 -  Curriculum and Learning Materials
3.1 . Franco-Ontarian Resource Centre
\ .
'3.1;1 - Funding for the centre in 1983-84 should be maintained
at the 1982-83 1level, to meet the ongoing need. for
. materials for teachers. . . ’
3.1.2 A commlttee to review the work of the gcentre and 1ts

relatlonshlp ;Lo the ministry should be formed. e

¢ : ~

3.1.3 The committee should be chalred by the A551stant Deputy

Minister, Franco—Ontarlan Educatlon, and should 1nclude
representatlves from the Special Proyects Branch, the
Curriculum DlVlSlon, and the Planning and POlle

ﬁaaly51s Division.

-




IS

. . . . Ry

Thelmandate.of the committee shouid be to:-—

(1) produce guidelines Ebr expenditures of the

centre's 1983-84 funds;

s

(ii) h recommend a. funding and briofity-Setting»

model for subsequent years, based on block%

‘grant funding to be applied in  accordance

with agreed-upon pr;orltles,

(iii) recommend the level of suppprt for. the centre

that should be provided by . the ministry;

(iv) . . in performing the abbve'tasksl,cohsider the

comments and recommendations already received

g 'from the . field  during. the  external
consultation;
() 'report to the- Deputy Minister by November l
' 1983. '

-

audio-Visual Resource Education Centre

T

The operation should continwe for as 1long as the

'-ministry allocates resources . to the dlstrlbutlon of

iwn

films.

Prlorlty should be given @o boards Wlth fewef than 100

French-language teachers. o ot

-

Administrative services . should:-be available in French.




3.3 French—Language Fund e S, “;

3.3.1 ' The French ~-Language Fund should continue at its current
' budget level with 1ncreases based on 1nflatlon

<

=N

3.3:2° A means should be - developed to ensure that -the fund is

less vulqerable to negative mid-year budget adjustments.

3.4 . New Téchnology

. . . » .
3.4.1  A. francophone official should be assigned to the

on a continuing bas1s the available technology and -the
opportunities -it presents for use in. French-language
instructional ‘units. and, to bripg information. on

specific jissues -and opportunities re francophones to

‘the »attentlon of ‘the Assistant Deputy Minister, -

Franco- Ontarlan Educatlon.

L ' - @

4

3.4.2 = Part of the mandate of this francophone official should
be to recommend for funding under the French- Language

-

computer software.*

4,

3.4.3. Consideration should be given to allocating a portion
, [ﬁ__ l' ' of the funds provided to the Franco—Ontarian Resource
¢ d (’- Centre. for the development of computer—related second-
‘ . g generatlon materials for teachers. i
% . .
N
Ck ThlS would be in addltlon to any special mlnlstry or govern—

ment fuhds' de51gnated for development of computer-based learnlng

materlals.-

Fund proposals for the deyelopment of French-language

Computers in Education Workgroup: to assess/monltorcdﬁd

Pa)




A

3.4.6

Chapter 4 =~ ‘Student Needs and Program Responses

4.1

4,2,2

Any  steps taken «to encourage the developnent' of
uni;érsity;level computer;technolbgy courses for teaohr
ers should ensure:that French-language institutions.are
involved. ' C R
. , Ny _ s . - .
The revised structures outlined in Chapter Two with
. regard to bursaries' for ;teachers,_'fullrtime study
. grants, "and aids to - professional development should
emphaslze in their. fundlng criteria the development of -~
teacher compet?ﬂfe with respect to mlcro technology.
of :
A progect should be initiated to examine the SpeC1f1C
uses of the ‘new technology for isolated FLIUs and to
develop experlmental appllcatlons of A?omputers to
' address the special problems of - d1stance educatlon.,
The ministry should advise the Council of. Ministers of
Educatiqn Canada (CMEC) to continue with co—bperative':
and co- ordlnated efforts across Canada to develop and
1mplement French-language software for ‘use with the newJ
communications techndlogy. i ' S
. 4

b

Consultative Services : < ©
3 A
et O

A process should be established within the ministry to
set and 'approve prlorltles "for the selection of

projects.
A 4

The Office of: the Assistant Deputy Minister, Franco-
Ontarian Education, should be involved in the establish-

ment of priorities.
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4.1.9

4.1.10

L a1

‘f“flelds whera other boards requlre ass1s€ance.

- Or more boards,

‘flElelllty of arrangements under Plan II;

) . Q‘X\(d ) . . , ) : ;»“'n“ *
_ L | ) L T
- co-operative arrangements under Plan II. : os

. The min@stry,

.Projects undertaken with boards.underxPlan,I

| participatinga board ‘nould pay at-'least part ofp the

*

- ‘.‘
°

.Reglonal offlces and sthool boards should be ;nvolved

in all facets-of the Consultatlve Serv1ces, e. g.,,prlo-v:

rity setting, project selectlon, and admlnlstratlon.

Plan I should be .

secondment: .period  for
extended. from one year to two years. . e o

The basic

In order to permlt staff to be dlrectly seconded to one

steps should be taken to 1ncrease the

[T

Sp€lelcalLy, .
secondments to boards could be under such terms and for
such time periods as .are agreeable both to the. boards~~}¢

involved and to the mlnlstry (as the” agency fundlng the .

salary of the secondee) S A el

' -,

offices should be encouraged -t identifyj‘f

potentlal secondees

Regional

who have skllls 1n5

<t .
o

(from boards)

R
v - . 4 -t

o v ; o ' Lt
A means should be developed to ensure that secondees
have ‘appropriate .skills in .the ‘areas adentlfred 'as.
prioritis. . | St N - . §\ B
A '_ R b ". s 0w ' i a
Plan : rI, where - approprlate. arrangements can be -

negotlated should be givenupreference over PLan I.{

Reglonal offices- should assist boards-wto_

N : ' I : By oe e

through its regiénal offices,. shoUld'-

circulate information about and1v1duals avallable to ©

assist boards under- Plan I detalllng thelr skllls and“ J

backgrounds.

=
. »

" should ."
whereby ~.each

@

involve a fee-for-sérvice arrangement,

project-related eXéenses, eXCluding salary andﬁfringe.

*

benefits.

L4
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e The . FML component of Ehe stﬁdent—eXChange and the

N . .
N & ]

I T

Correspondence Education

9

" . ,
. -
E . ”

’Funds should contlnue to be made avallable for the.

developmenﬁwof new ‘courses aﬁ&\the updatlng of ex1st1ng <
-courses. ) S o I L

e i N - ~
- . o Co s,

[ LD . o 0

o

" 1In. the updatlng and rev151on pnpcess, ﬁorepsecondary'
. S :

' correspondence courses shourd 'be proVided' at the

7

"general™ level of dlfflculty._

¢

o e <

"The Computers in Educatlon group should be requested to.
examlne - the capabllmtles_.of the - Hew - tecth1ogy to
4 N ot - :

address thea”needs of francophone studehts in an

. . . . . ¢ . ) s
° innovative . manner, elther o through - redesigning"-
correspondence 'educat1bn or _as - an valternatiée or

» addition to it. . N T .
- ) ) e e . . . , : ’ B Y
“y . e © ) )

The Correspondence Educatlon Branch 1n developlng new -
counses and updat;ng ex1st1ng courses, should work in
close 11alson"w1th ex1st1ng reSource faci;ities;,such

the Franco Ontarlan Reéource Centre “and. school

52
o

;boards w1th approprlate staff expert1§e.

. u . . . B .
é . 3 a . . ®
. PR LN N R TR “ . .
“ . - ' o . .
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L Y °

Student;Exchanges/ﬁultural Activities o

w,

=" The objectives,..mechanishms, and budget ($200 000) - *

presently used for. second 1anggége exqhanges (not
dlscussed here) should be maintained and used for

aexchanges -of anglophones ”wf%h fréancophones and vice

. ’ A
°Versa. o : * ) Q'

Ly

"' e .
n

=

*cultural act1V1t1es ' programs .- for FLIUs should - be -

- “ - >

. Gomblned 1nto one- fund to be entitled the Cultural

.

Actlvatles Program.

a e
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P

The goal of the comblned program should be to promote'

cultural and educatlonal activities in FLIUs through~
such “initiatives as:- cultural/educatlonal V1s1ts' or . |
exchanges among students to foster a better knowledge §
-of other francophone mllleux, or V;s1ts/performances byb a
. . individual francophone artlsts or groups. l'{-,r -
. . . - o - .
4,3.4 fPrlorlty should be glven ‘to app}lcatlons from small ofl_.;
" isolated FLIUs. R R
4.3.5 The roles of'the Ministry of Education,.the Ministry. of,.
V 'Cithenship and; Culture, - and the Ontario Counc1l of
Arts should be clarr‘ﬁed W1th respect to the fundlng of .
C;/- cultural act1v1tres in FLIUS: -~ , ,if" ',j_T fffﬁi
: ° . . ~:‘ﬁ , G
4.3.6 .The budget i($65' 000) for _the new program should be)"if

reV1ewed to engure its adequacy. o
s ® o

-

Chapter :Five - Financing French-Language Education . = = .. S

. N

“5.1.1

Chapter Six - Other. Educatlonal Sy_tem Components-

N

-

6.1

[

"The

A'detair/; rev1ew and audlt should be undertaken forv

.the c

sdms/speC1al grants are ‘being used.-
Rl ) . \""' .

>
o

A951stant :

Deputy

. M1n1ster,

%

o

a

co-

rent year to” determlne exactly how the eglglblej

Franco Ontarlan‘

- Educatlon,,should estabhlsh and chalr the Beviews and—

P

aud1t g;oup.‘
J

o

[y

A

cophones”

. from

withig; the

°

o

o

mlnlstﬁy

¢
o

]
TR

o

o . " . A

.,' be

,sﬁohld

lved as part of the reV1ew and—audlt group.

¢

L]
.

T~

Admlnlstratlon and Governance

’

Physical Fadilities

L

1

.o

<

PR

o

]
L

M C

The pollcy regardlng phy51cal fa0111t1es and entltles
1979 shou%d be ' contmnued.,-“
N

09‘

outlined on October 5
S . u' e

c’f“' ’ a" : ‘1'.
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6.1.2 " The extension from three to five years, of ‘special
: start-up grants for small secondary entities should be
‘reaffirmed in cases where the bOard is able to

-

demonstrate that three years is:insufficient.

6.2 - Qualifications of Teachers, Principals, and Supervisory , {
° Officers - o
[
» | <
6.2.1 All teachers and principals assigned to FLIUs. as well b

as supervisory officers'responsible for FLIUs should be
required to have demonstrated French-language qualifi-
cations, e.g., successful Acompletidn of spécified\ﬁ
course/training ;equirements in French as part of, or;‘
.in addition to, all certifica@iqn requirements for ‘a

their assignment.

6.3 Sgpervisofyr Services for French—Language; Schools:

(FLIUs)
, : a
6.3.1 The ministry should continue to provide supervisory

services to FLIUs where boards, are not in a position to
provide their own. -~ : : A ]
o - M . . «
- - 3
6.3.2 MinistryvFrench—language,supervisory of ficers providing
supervisory services to boards should report directly

to each anrd's Director of Education.

6.4  Ontario Educational Communications Authority (OECA).
6.4.1 A portion of the Ministry of Education block funding of
' OECA should be allocated on a continuing basis for - e

French—lahguage educationalfproduction;

v 6.4.2 Steps should be taken to maximize‘FLIUs.éccess to the
French learhing materials presently available through

OECA.

“

-J;Bi(;7 . - - o 5)7_ N
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The ministry shduld indicate its suppbnt for ‘proposals

like Project Harmonie, which are cost effective 'in

increasing the -availability of French educational’

television te provide culturally related support to

Freﬁch'schools:

Communications

©

~ An  éVer-a1l co-ordinator should be named Afor the

a

- editing and = . production of all French-language -

documents.

The French-language document co-ordinator should have

some decision-making power .regarding priorities for

J

French-language documents consistent with  the minis-

try's over-all prioritids for documents .

A

When- materials_ go  for French¥language editing, the

French-language editors should receive tﬁe work  from

the Frerich-language document co-ordinator- and report to

him/her throughout.

French4language'5upport services; partiCularly typing;

should be available on- a continuing. basis to the

. co-ordinator of'F:ench-languagevdpcument production.

To -satisfy both ministry and go&érnment' policies
regarding dealings with the public, staff capable of

providing French-language telephone-inquiry:and public-

~information >services should be hired by  the

Communication Services Branch.

Research .

Thé amount of $40- 000 in research - funds a;iocated for

carrying .out projects determined directly by the’

Council on .Franco-Ontarian Education should . be‘/?




A

continued~ thlS amount should be’ re-examlned 'on  an

annual baSlS accordlng ‘to the expressed needs of the.

counc11

t

A separate amount of $200 000 should be allocated
yearly for research pro;ects of spec1f1c 1mportance to-
French- language schools. ’ N

3
b

. Priorities should be established by the Assistant

'Deputy ‘Minister,. Franco-Ontarian Education (after

appropriate consultat;on both w1th1n and outslde of the

:mlnlstry, such consultatlon to 1nclude the Coun01l on

Franco—Ontarlan Educatlon) and should be communlcated
to the Deputy Mlnlster. The . Deputy should then

communicate the prlorltles to the’ Dlrector of Research

1

‘The $200 000 should be alloCatedvaccording‘to this list-

of priorities. Any requests for funding'in excess of

“this amount will be considered by the Research Branch

accordlng to establlshed mechanlsms.» .

oA

Ministry of Education Personnel

onCe there are indicatiOns as to the basic orientations

accepted for the mlnlstry blueprlnt for French- language
elementary and s$econdary education in the . l980s, a
detailed review of f rancophone stafflng requirements
and means of 'meeting them,. for areas = requiring

specialized. educational certlflcatlon and expertlse,

should be undertaken by appropriate sénior mlnlstry_

officials, in c0nsultat1on with the Assistant Deputy

Minister;iFranco—Ontarian EducatiOn. The review should‘f

',:anlude an examination of the pOSSlbllltleS of us1ng

dlfferentlated stafflng.

®

4
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-~ ./,'

/



" 6.7.4

94

A review of francophone 4’and French- speaklng stafflng'

needs throughout the mlnlatry 1n areas not requlrlng

'spec1allzed educational certlflcatlon and expertise -

should be undertaken by approprlate 'senior 'ministry

Aoff1c1als, in consultatlon. with the A551stant Deputy

Minister, Franco- -Ontarian Education. The review should
1nclude an examination of “the p0551b111t1es of u51ng
differentiated staffing. |
The ministry should make every' effort to replace
departlng f%;ncophone staff in permanent p051tlons in
order to keep the number of permanent francophone staff
at least at the present level. )

v

where it is not possible to «recruit a permanent

- francophone official in an importah¥!area, the ministry

should continue to second -francophone officiale “as

 another means of providing necessary service.




